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The Dimensionality of Nations Project 
Department of Political Science 

University of Hawaii 

U.S.  FOREIGN RELATIONS: 
CONFLICT,  COOPERATION,  AMD ATTRIBUTE DISTANCES* 

ABSTRACT 

The foreign relations of the United States is considered in terms of 
six hypotheses based on (1) the linkage "pre-theory" of Janes Rosenau, (2) 
the social status theory of Johan Galtung, (3) the distance theory of 
Quincy Uright, (4) the power transition theory of A. F. K. Organskl, (5) 
tne integration-regional findings of Bruce Russett, and (6) propositions 
about geographic distance. 

These hypotheses are linked together by the notion of a distance 
vector, interpreted in terns of the constructs of "attribute space," "be- 
havior space," and "dyads," and developed within a geometric framework 
called field theory. 

To test this field theory and hypotheses subsumed by it, data on 
nineteen foreign relations and actions of the U.S., ranging from tourists 
and treaties to negative communications auu sanctions» toward 81 object 
nations were correlated (using canonical analysis) with the distances 
between the U.S. and other nations on economic development, size or power 
bases, political orientation, socio-cultural dimensions, and geographic 
distance. 

The general results support the "pre-theory" of Rosenau, the status 
theory of Galtung, anu an emphasis on homogeneity in integration theory. 
This suggests that these theories can be synthesized in a larger framework 
such as field theory. 

The specific results are: 
(1) U.S. behavior toward other nations consist of six independent 

patterns: Western-European Cooperation, Anglo-ABcrican Cooperation, Aid, 
Cold War behavior. Deterrence, ana Negative Sanctions; 

(2) Joint Western-:uropean Cooperation (euch  as treaties, military 
aid, students, and conferences) and Deterrent action of the U.S. toward 
another nation arc a function of the power parity of the object nation 
(with a Multiple correlation of .94); 

(3) the Westcrn-Curopcan Coonrratlve behavior relative to deterrent 
behavior of the U.S. toward another nation Is dependent on the siailarity 
in political orientation of the twr and the degree to which the other nation 
has a Catholic culture (wit', e nultlnl« correlation of .7S); 

(4) difterences in oconooic devclopncnt, site (or power bases), and 
political oritntaticn fron ft oujert nation Jointly explain about twenty- 
seven pirccpt of the variation in U.U. ayodic bthavior; 

(5) vWorall U.S. «liffcrancea on attributes fror, the object nation 
explain about forty-seven percent of tnc variation in U.S. behavior. 

•My thanks to Varren rhiillps for carefully reading ami coraentinfe on a 
previous draft of this paper. 



U.S. FOREIGN RELATIOI\S: 
CONFLICT, COOPERATION, AND ATTRIBUTE DISTANCES* 

In any one day, the foreign relations of the United States consist 

of a multitude of distinct actions. Some of then are consciously a part of 

the government's foreign policy, such as warning the Soviet Union on her 

overt military involvement in the Middle East prior to publicly announced 

discussions with Israel's foreign minister on the Israeli request for U.S. 

Jet fighters. Other actions arc separate fron immediate foreign policy 

considerations and distinct from each other, such as a shipment of American 

automobiles to Denmark and twenty-five American students entering India for 

a year of foreign study. And still other actions are of such importance and 

consequence as to immediately affect most U.S. international relations, 

such as the sudden American attack on Viet Cong and North Vietnamese sanc- 

tuaries in Cambodia. 

Obviously, the international relations of any one country, especially 

one as economically developed and powerful as the U.S., will be diverse and 

ciultldlDensional. How arc we to r.jkc sense out of all thoe actions, for 

both the scholar and practitioner of international relations? 

Traditionally, the scholar refines a conceptual frarcworl. of inter- 

national relations which p.'ares these actions in relation to each ether, 

orders thco in a cause-effect hierarchy, and weightc ther in their rrucinancc 

for practicing and understanding Internatimtal politic». 

In a factor analysis of ninety-lour actions of eighty-two nations 
(Rurccl, 1966), the volute of participation in the international systen 
was the largest dittcni>lon found; in a Mpltat« anaivKif (r.unnel, forth- 
coelng), it wa» sho^n that this voiur* could l<: accounted for ly the 
level of occnoric developncnt and power »ase* (defense biMget, »l&e of the 
nllitary, population, national incor*, enetfy producticn, etc.) of a nation. 



-7- 

Ile divides a nation's actions into public and private actions, relates 

them to immediate, short and long run foreign policy goals, imbues those 

actions with consequences for the power and national interest of a nation, 

2 
and categorizes them into causes, effects, conditions, or processes.  The 

practitioner, less self-consciously theoretical and abstract, generally 

deals with international relations on a day by day basis, responding to 

actions of other nations when necessary to satisfy bureaucratic and 

political demands, innovating and Initiating actions to meet contingencies, 

and restraining or channeling other actions as events require. 

The conceptual world of the practitioner consists of individuals- 

decision makers, elites, and influcntials. The structure of a nation, in 

its economic development, political system, culture, and history are givens. 

International law and organizations, the number and variety of nations and 

their geographic separation, and the configuration of power and alliances, 

arc the context within which human beings barter, exchange, fight, nego- 

tiate, and cooperate. If the practitioner, as he does often, says chat the 

U.S. has done such, or that the U.S. desires ... , he knews this is a seman- 

tic convenience—an accepted and understood re if lea t ion—and in effect he 

means that Dr. lietiry Kissinger has influenced President Nixon to say ... , 

or thr.t Secretary Pogers initiated those dlploaatic moves to placate Senator 

Pullbright. The practitioner's questions are generally not those of the 

Him is not meant to imply th.n the variety of frar^works within which 
scholars try to five rwaning anc understanding to international relations 
are generally clear, cemprebensive, or explicit in all their interrelation- 
ships. Host scholarly literature in this field, especially those texts con- 
cerned with cstablit:>ing such «teneral frar«vorks, are concerned »--ore with 
definitions than relationships, eotc with listinr and dvncribing "elenont»'* 
than Unkinq then torcther, oorm  with descripttor. than explanation, »or« 
with focusing on power and conflict than iaterrelatim the myriad activities 
of nations, aore on nation auf nation than inter nation, and in short, more 
with taxonomy, philosophy, and contetxrorary history than scientific theory, 
explanation, and cnpirical flntii-gs. 
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scholar's. lie Is not, except in perhaps an Intellectual sense, concerned 

with how the size of nations affects their trade, or even the relationship 

between economic development and foreign conflict behavior. lie would prefer 

to know such things as the likely successor to Mao and his past relation- 

ships and attitudes toward the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and the changes 

he is likely to make in China's foreign behavior. 

In short, the practitioner conceptualizes and understands the diverse 

international relations at the irdivldual level—as the daily interaction 

of human beings. Snholars, on the other hand, often are interested in the 

theoretical underst-ndinr of such actions at the B^regatc level. They 

wish to theorize about these actions in the aggrefatc anc relat-c then to 

the practitioners * livens. They wish to isolate the forces and indicators, 

to delineate the patterns and trends M  aggregate actions, and to stipulate 

3 
or discover the social and political laws of international relations. 

Caltung and Huge (1965) present a relevant discussion of alploeatir 
stylos. They consider the traditional diplomatic stylt to b« individually 
oriented, with a recent and growing structurally-oriented attitude contend- 
ing for pronlnonc«. Geltung and Rugo liken the structural orientation to 
the perapective of social scU-niists and see the growth of this attitud«. 
in the diplonstic corps as partially a ruault of greater trainln». In »ocial 
science areas and a shift in the background of the diplomat, .teit Individual- 
structural dichotony is clos«. to the lndividual-agf.r«(.at4 levels I aa HMb" 
lishiof here. When one Is at the argrrgate level, h« 1« structural, but 
being structurally-orlvntcd doe» not neCisaarily r«an werklnr at th« *.-rr., - 
ate level, for the structures of concern nay »till b«. uni<|ucly ccnste*.red. 
For example, Hintinfton's (1961) study of U.S. dtfen-. roluy nakinc I« 
^uite structurally-oriented In dlecussin" political patterns and tin. relevant 

forces, but Is not a stucy at the orrrefate level, •olicv end r^litlral data 

«t€ not aggrerated and conparec an^ the analytis t» not rresented In an eKpllclt 
comparative franevork. for a eefialtion of af.f:rerate level, »c. footnote 4. 



" ... of all fores of aoncal activity, the aost difficult 
to Indue« «von In th« mines of th« young, who nay b« 
pr«suMd not to hava lost thalr fl«xlbility, is th« art 
of handlinc th« «an« bundl« of data aa befora, but placing 
th«n in a n«v systaai of rolatlons with on« anothar by 
giving thaa a diffarmt frasMwork, «11 of vhlch virtually 
swaao putting on a diff«r«nt kind of thinking-cap for tha 
■OBont." (DuttorfUld, Tho Oriaias a( jg|^| ^ifTSt P* O 

11- 
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At the aggregate level» however, many actions are structured: they 

are highly correlated, ordered, and patterned.  They seem to be lawful 

and subject to scientific study and prediction. On the whole, aggregate 

international relations appear more regular than random, more to be ex- 

plained by deterministic equations than probabilistic statistics. 

This transformation in perspective which takes place as one shifts 

his vision from an Individual to an aggregate level might be best illus- 

trated by an example from physics. Gas molecules seem to move in an 

unordered, ramjor. fashion, as capricious as human behavior in international 

relations. At an a^regü'.e level, however, the random molecular motions 

arc p itemed, ordered in their totality, enabling us to assert Boyles 

law that gas pressure on a container times the volume equals a constant 

(at constant temperature). 

The shift in appearance of international relations between the in- 

dividual and aggregate perspectives causes difficulty in connunication. A 

practitioner or scholar whose paradigm is individual centered does not 

appreciate nor understand the scholar's emphasis on scientific theory and 

What is structure depends on our methods, our units of analysis, 
and the actions which arc aggregated. For example, the number of wars of 
nations at one time period may have a high correlation with the number they 
are involved in during a previous tine period, as found in Rummel (1963, 
Table 2) for wars 195S-S7 and wars 1825-1945. However, if one looks at the 
lumber of wars of varyinf intensity in the international system at different 
time points, then war may be considered to be a random phenomena described 
by a Poisson distribution (Richardson, 1960). 

For the social scientist, no less than the natural scientist, our 
view of reality is given us through our instruments—through our methods- 
This is most obvious when the same aggregate data will yield different and 
•onetimes contradictory results, depending only on slight chanres in 
technique, as for example, usinr different cocmmnalitv estimates in common 
factor analysis or different rotation criteria. For this reason, among 
others (Fopper, 1965a), application of methods and choice of units should 
be dictated bv clear hypotheses and theories. 
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laws.  Predict international relations? Absurd.  Who could have predicted 

Sukarno's erratic and highly personal actions? Who could have forecast 

the rise of a Kitler, Stalin, Mao, or Castro? On the other hand, the 

scholar summing across a number of actions, standardizing them, and com- 

paring across countries and years knows he has strong relationships. 

His correlations often exceed in magnitude those of the other social 

sciences and leads him to be impatient with the belief in the unpredict- 

ability of human behavior. 

Certainly, both the individual and aggregate perspectives can com- 

plement and supplement each other. Aggregate level research contributes 

an understanding and a conceptual framework of the context within which 

individual actions take place. It can define the direction of aggregate 

behavior, the range of alternative directions (alternative worlds), and 

the crucial variables (such as energy consumption or national income) 

whose shift in values might provide calmer waters for the ship of state. 

For the scholar, the practitioner's world should be the testing 

ground of aggregate research and theory. While study can proceed at the 

aggregate level, international relations, after all, consist of the actions 

7„ 
To concentrate attention on matters we can predict is to give less 

attention to matters we can effect." (Fisher, 1969, p. 2) 

The political behaviorists are wrong in their belief that a knowledge " 
about political processes as gleaned fron case studies and refinements in 
theory will enable us to predict policy outcomes (e.g., Richard Snyder's study 
'The U.S. Decision to Resist Aggression in ,r.orea.') The fallacy in their 
position is that it does not take sufficient cognizance of the degree to 
which decisions arc based on contingent factors that vary from one case to 
another. 'Discretion is an ineradicable element of decision-making, and the 
limits set to reducing it are narrow.' ' (Hula, 1959, p. 158) 

o 
One example of this regularity relevant to the aggregate-individual 

distinction has been reported by Russett (1967, p. 92) for UN voting. "On 
these major issues in the United Nations, the importance of idiosyncratic and 
role variables is slight—changes in the person or even party of the major 
decision-makers made little difference in nations' alignments." 
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and problems of people. It is at the practitioner's level that the crucial 

tests of the aggregate perspective must be applied. For of what use are 

concepts of integration and social distancej correlations between trade and 

economic development, dimensions of size and foreign conflict behavior, and 

nearly perfect multiple correlations, if they give no guidance to human 

affairs, solve no problems, provide no solutions? 

This long introduction is to set the stage for the field theory of 

U.S. conflict and cooperation to be presented and tested here. For this 

10 
will use an aggregate level perspective with which most will be unfamiliar. 

It wil?. treat international relations as a deterministic system and pose 

within the representation to be developed a fundamental proposition of 

foreign relations. As applied above, while the discussion from this point 

on will develop an aggregate theory, it is recognized that an individual 

world of everyday actions and decisions exists and that ultimately the 

ability to solve some of the problems of this world will be the final test 

by fire.11 

Field theory is not only unfamiliar, in the sense that few are ac- 
quainted with it, but it is also unfamiliar in not employinp the usual sub- 
stantive concepts or models (such as franc theory, probability, or calculus). 
It is a geometrically-oriented theory with most of the technical concepts 
drawn from linear algebra. 

This paper represents part of a lonp ranf;c research project. The 
eventual aim is to develop the ability to forecast the areas and intensity 
of conflict and cooperation and the nations involved. The "test by fire,1' 
then, will be the ability to make accurate forecasts and the usefulness of 
the forecasts, if correct, to practitioners and policy makers in interna- 
tional relations. If aggregate work in internstional relations can be 
likened to theoretical meteorology, then as the meteorologist must use his 
knowledge of gross weather patterns to say something about rain or snow over 
Detroit, if his theory and methodology are to be tested in practice, then 
those of us at the aggregate level should also eventually say something 
specific about future—not past nor present—behavior. 



lz"The passage to orderly knowledge involved the positlnt» of con- 
structs, which ara the rational elements to which data experience is made 
to correspond. An external object is the simplest construct which wc 
habitually set over apainst most kinds of sensory awareness.  Others 
are geometric forms, numbers, and most of the refined entities of modern 
physics. Invention of a construct docs not carry with it the assurance 
that the construct is scientifically acceptable or that it is part of 
reality." (Margenau, 1950, pp. 72-73) 

Most attempts to develop aggregate theories of nations' actions have 

worked at a conceptual level not far removed from that of diplomats, 

politicians and journalists. Power, national interest, nationalism, con- 

flict, c^.^ jration, integration. International law, international organiz- 

ation, nolitics, geographic distance, regionalism, threats, war, etc., 
■ 

etc., are usually the major ingredients of .iggre^Jte theories. Like 

sociology, economics and psychology, international relations has been 

gifted with men like Karl Deutsch, Ernest Haas, Morton Kaplan, Charles 

McClelland, Lewis Fry Richardson, Bruce Russett, J. David Singer, and 

Ouincy Uright, whe with great insight wove such concepts into theories. 

It is to their credit that their insights have expanded our understanding 

and research in international relations. It does not detract from their 

contribution if wc no',7 build on thv:ir efforts by shifting our conceptual 

framework to a new plane further removed from daily affairs, and one that 

12 
introduces constructs  and imbeds traditional concepts like power within 

an explicit logical framework allowing deduction and falsification by 

observation. 

Decades ago, Arthur Ilentley (1945) observed that the study of 

human affairs could benefit from thinking in terms of a social space— 

like physical space with dimensions, movements, locations and spatial 



13 
relationships.   Soci; 1 space, howevur, would define nan's sccial world 

not in tetTiS of physical location; but in ter"S of his characteristics and 

behavior. Others, such as Gorokin (15^3) have since ^rplo^id the concept 

of social space. Toltnar. (1951) his proposed a beh-ivior tnece cornrlslnp 

individuals, their Uhavlor and perceptions. Paraona' tr or* of action 

explicitly conceives of &  socidl space, virh his pattern variablce beint* 

the dinensions of this b.iacu. Lewin (196A) hac in hi« field theory proposed 

a life space of social behavior—a topolofical »pace which defines the con- 

text of beliavior. An«! Dodd (1947) hns built a cor.plcx notation dtiscritlnr 

' societal phenooicnr.' in a social space. 

Influcnceo by the theoretical worka of Che «oclolopift '«rfona and 

osychcloRist Thurstonc (1935), ^uincy Vrlpht VJS thfc ftrtt international- 

relations theorist to represent international r.lotions et • social space 

in Centlev's sense, which Wright ealla an analytic field. 

The annlytlc fi.lc. approach to the atudy of Internat tonal 
relations ... irpllcs that each intcrnatlor.';! Organisation, 
national povenueent, aasoclatlon, lrdlvldu/>l or oih*r 'svcCkM 
of action,* or 'decision nakcr' say K. located lr. a aultldlnen- 
rlonai fir Id. fiuch a fKld siay be defined bv co-ordinates* 
each of which oeasurrs * political, econoric, p*xe**lorlc»l, 
socicloplcal, ethical, or other contintiua i-flucn mr cHolccs« 
decisions, and actions imortsnt for internttlonal relatioiw. 
(1955, p. 5*3) 

'^The idea of spsce and concepts related to it plav • Irrt« roK In 
our Innr.uoga. Lall (196', p. 93) found t! t twentv nercent (!) of the word« 
liatev! In the- pocket Oxford eictionary referred to space. Clv«n this pre- 
rnrtii: . only syr.tenatic bias cnuld have held bad greater use ti  the tdaa 
rf snjee in the social science«.  In Internationa! relations, ! vovld suettst 
this bins is an individual-centered, historical evcr.t-ortcnte^ p.T*Jlr-. 

It is inportsnt to pcint out, however, that apac*- is not a concept 
that one corv-e to by unbiased" obaarvation or by abstrr.tlon.  "om of our 
sense' ^»ns, if isoitted, could O.JV«. brought us to i cone it of f»ac« ....'" 
( olr .-a, 1952 p. 5(0  -'v posit sp.tce as s con»tnict. It 1J» %n  ir»-in.-- 
ttvc c. nstruction that helps us order observatle*ns. (Harrcnau, 1950, pp. 117* 
12C) 



u- 

I'rlftht v«nt oo to ttvcUy t4uic CIK»« coortflMU« »1«M b«, «*. tr IM^U 

Melons In Uw rbtultifi' 9pmc*. on tkt, kMlt of •MbJccUv« *,»ctn«c««.    rmk 

of the factor «Mlytlc work U taurMtloMl rclocloM.     m Wltlic •««f%»c«J 

could b.  tfoo«.,19 HM be«« Illicitly ftUlnr In «f t«lii'« «Mlftlc iUti wick 

coordlnatv« (dijwottoo«) bo»»< M a&tftft*. <f«C«. 

T!M r^pthk^ntacioo of lac«.root toool r^Uctoot M • toctol ^m to 

powrful.    Ic «aobUt thm •yoCvmitcoKloo of o4>«crv«cl«M, «*« tfrwlofcwor 

of "ocUmclcol chronr cio4 c« «WIK«K« for ccotUlt, ooi IK plctorlof of 

the r«lottoo»MM  IWK»!» 4.    A tocul fOOC« of IOt«nMtl«Ml rtUclMM vilt 

t. ch    firtc «cirr«.e«(- SJBÜ^^i < **** o»<   to rvfr%o»ocioi C.S. f«r*ir« 
I» 

•CCtOM. 

to doowloole- tfcto MtUt «ooc«. ootloo. oo*. »ctooocloloMcol 

tloo u r«l«vaot.   Ut m mmmm tuet is «soUtAiae IIM kofcoour of ootivM 

l4ror • vibliof>r«»i>9 »f ««ch wr*   »«r »mml (IffOt). 

*»•« coot to«« coo «Mt «Kfvlly Oo «iolov«0 M <o>oNlcot«* for 
utit-it^ tkio «oclytlc fulc'    TV ^roklo» U «tollor to UMI of Oaiormio- 
lo- tiHr foctorc IAUO occovot for itiocol »«.rfomooc«. ctiiilotf ky otfckol»- 
glctt.    I. I. »o^irFMHi ■■■<■■< • ciarU foctor. *. L. TWnMii.   —i • 
»root i»«-#. r of  lftO«o*«<oot foctor«, «M I. L. Tkvrotooo tf««too4 ««rkoOs 
for «otoroiotor to« otrUooi M«kor of foctorc ooccooonr to oecovot for Ike 
rooolto of awroM t«ctc of «ooiol «kllity.'f"ritoc. If»», p, H») 

'Hoffoly, lot«rmotl«ool rolotlooo or »••» otKr «oclol koHsvior tooolooc 
th* tfplft ini<r<*of*i'- of • Uroo ovakcr of iwrloklo« If. « «Ktol tltoo* 
tloo.    Vrlokt. kcM.wor,  J*.«» fotlto tN  fi   :*  ftooc«) cod tko CIMMOC» 
«rtcklo It.   r« «oot oot motcotc to* tk«y an fwoctloooltir rolot«4.    Tkt 
prokU« of coaOtntnr fo«toro to oot owtoooticoll^ tolootf kv forrvlotlor tkr 
torom^ti-f i« t*r-« of • tuii tfwonr.      .  «o OOT oktolo ovek • »v «rr 
-«r^tr rc«o»oitiof « -Mlciolicity of focc<*r* oo«f cr««tlof tkc« or coootitot* 
in* • okooc «orcc  ....    r«o tko foctort rovkUw ir tkrlr «orklor «Mrt otill 
ko *r*<UU4     CRaoloo. IM«, *f    MS-«) 

Tkio  1» OOt  O »CCtlC  OTOC.     hmt   It  C«*ol4kr«4  to W ro4«  wy of 
•oclol-tfcnc diAiOolo^o.    ?l"«s it mtu.» ^ r  i«ti».  freo tk« ^I»>T of vi«w 
of  Ike ottlao Involved *■■   to k< r«ttitflfi»ii«lo«ol.    fir«« tkc tooto to ♦« 
««oolo^oo ken  »r    'or oo« o.rio<4. kou^ovr, Ik« tociol time oopert will kc 
i^not 4      Cot« collcctloo  to ooir **4**%mf fer • o«Bk«r of li«w  o<hrio4o Mi 
vtv.o c«atUt«i «ill oMkl* tk« ooclol-ti*.  oot«r« of tki« tpoco to kr o«4« 
«J^ttClt.      TlO«»    |AtCr«iOto4   IC   tk«   |»kilo«',fJKi<ol   OOtf  »Otki.fltiOtlCOl   oooccto 
of ti«io to tki« cootoat. oo« tmvl (ItTOc). 

J 
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•cirllmcct «f tutloae «re nUflv*.    It I» mot ife. «^MIHU CCMMJKIC AKWIAT- 

»c«t «or pomr •! » MCI«C «Alcli »DO«U U I«»*« !««• c««f i4«r«iti*i '«MI 

MiiMM c«#fty «r» mr« 4«r««.lofv4 «i^ itn^rful CHM «ajr ««c Mile« IM» 

tMiRJrMf ft%n •§•), <«r ««jaft«.. Nit lit r»Uiiv*, »««r*r *C#-#>-.*f# 

a»r licit «tkvr Ml UM.       Aai CK •cttea el «*. MCI«B I» M»tK.r «ikowK 

IN r0ml#%r«4 I« r«l-iii«i f Its «flteff «cciaMi. «• mil M la rtUtlM :• 

lit «kjcct't Whaviar Mi iMt «f «II thet MttM«.       M t* Mall MW, 

tkt. aaiiaa af Mrlal MM* allaM tk*. yriaclMl af r»lati«*. «alava ta M 

• iM^r lacaraorat.i. 

rir«t.  caastacr tut tK far«l»a «ctlaM MM «tiriMtM af the t?.f. 

ar« Mrt af UM MCIH trMa af MClaaa.   T1M P.S. CM« la lacai*tf la iklt 

E« ta i«tna af lit tciloa* ta aiik«r MI1C%« aM lit r«?lailv« aiirlMut. 

1. eMc«aiM:ty «ivi .  th* MKI«) »MC«. lai« Kiiavlar Mi •ttrlMi» 

^•lili reraN la t** r^laiiir« Mian ef nllliarv «%^r. far «MMI« 
fall»  MHI. M.  It-It) Mft Ifcal "tlM« IK tlxiaMlli c«at«r* II «MU H« 
KaM ta fl«M «ay r«ri44 «f fifty » *r# »i  tin %IM af v» t.h «r araw, with 
<Ml«*per«nr ««.aaaa« «M tactic».   ful4 not «^ttl1   ••«  K«vfc «turly 4«attani 
M «rnr «nrli   Ho«« «f t*    ttart af i*» ^»1?•<.•»!wtr     T^it i« »l-«»«f t^Mlly 
trw« af nm*»l flc«t«. m' r«<.atly «i  lc«fi %-.«• «rv»      In «it warfare «v 
traMfantatlMa utiicli rcaa«r Mcalctc «•••ifaiwat at** tMllct tai* »lac« cavrr 
•1« r. «r« at t**  laa*«*i.* 

TWr« la MAK «SMrr^cavat «t-ct^r awr. r It • r. Ittica ar « ara^trtr 
af m Mtar.    I atoriawtir i»fii« raii»r M a relatiratiii?   M kav« LaaaMll 
an: r«alM (IfM, p. 7%).   'fawit la Kr* 4«ficw4 r»UtlrAttU ....     fMiM 
(I*)), M.  l*>-<). faa^r la c rclatlaMl MirtMaa   >aac4 M IK Mility ta 
laflwac« t**   «ctiMt af attwrt-   aM »»rgMiNw (l»U. a. 142). tltc flrtt 
«rrar tMt attiaat <*« <«a»li la <.vti«atlM fa^vr 1» ta iltrc<*<iri ' tH. 
r«laiivity af fwm.r by «ractlat: th* a««* r af a«* a^rttcwl«? aatlca inte m 
Maalata. 

r»* falet af »UV a^wlaati Krc Mi ri*«a raiVfMtUtl «rmrtvr« 
later la tlrplv tMt t\« KMaicr af tr» «alt«« tc «i»rth*r t«U» »lac.  I» • 
caateat far fl«U) Mich InclMc« tK actlcaa aMf atlrih«t«# <*f ninr nttlaa». 
Ihlt »l»w 1» cla»*  la iK*»ltu#tlar.dl -*r»5H<Hv»    rf ^tr^wx-iarl aac *r«»cr» 
Ma.  la th. ir fMcrtl tKarr af frr.ifr aollcy. «#«.rt thtt    |K.   «r^l*«!* af 
tin   r^l»t l«««Hir« h tv>,ii t.n tc  tv^-t«  lutfrrt ft it,   aN»9liit*  rlairv« '  t 
IK ««k^Mi«. ivacrlftlM af IK lai«m»tl<«#| «ttiMtlM." llfM, a. 41, Itallr« 
««It lei) 
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XW •urUM« 0vktM««t «Mdi will lMK«,forih b» c«lU4 

«ttrltort*. »^cc. 4.ft»«» Ut*. Ucacu» of tfe*. 0.1. (Mi «tWr ««CIOM) la 

urm of hfcT r»Uctv» v..w.. «• «11 Iteff «ctrlkwie« «M CH« l«t«rc»rr%U- 

(IM fcfCMM« OMM «ttrtivUM f»? Ul MIUM.    TW «rKU ol iv 

U«t «t elk, «««r*rd »*u • icr ch% «ttrt^it«,».    tlw», tlw cr*.  «n«. 

r«r«U(l««, «•;*.«•. b«4<«(. c«*Mt«fclf, MM^ir ©f »ollitcal MrtU». 

ttr U CMS «MC« r«Utl«ib f th* vaiM.« cMi »tl^r MCIMM, CK. tSixSHid 

*t la |4qrttc«l ••»•« I» vt-i<K «i| tit« fiMioM «MI »iMitlal r«UcU»- 

tsv r«lHi«tobl» ^ tv..- «itrUttiv« »- . rwUttv« Uoil«n «f MCIMU IA 

Mirlkwt« •#•<«. I* 46flak4 »v • «tftKr «f «i»c««t«M.       fUaro I 

th4 O.S.   M<   II».   ^«Ufitlal  0kJ%CC»   sf        r  MClMM  UctUi   tn   ttirlVvl- 

•MC« «• Cw» <älm*tle<t«.      CAll«4 «cMM^t« d«««l«faMiC «Ml pewcr ►••••. 

:H*M t«« iUk^MtoAt fctvh rcfMidily W«i 4tfliaMC«i I« •ct««ai» f tf%fln« 

*nbc»a «ff« COt   Il««aff1 •  l«4«tette««C   •«ik«^*c«t.    A« «v Id 11  »«HI  l«C«r. 
is*.  Klurvlrr  ««btM««   i«  <o«l«i#i ^   |P  ü.   «tttlbtil«   »u>»»«tf. 

2>r»u UMC I m 4*»li»' with «r-t-f»«.  «ttriNic««. iMt I«. cMrM- 
t«ri»tlct M «ffeicb MCIOM can K •€«!.#. •»•«roulMMi naaiai. at ti«cimc« 
c«lt«cc%4.    :n» «Muli «IM IM IM;« •«•* » er ^0lli«« i«t«. «^r« IK» wall- 
«%lc far • MBl^.r ©f ««tiMk«.    T>«t. t« rtllrrat«, CV thcerv Klnr 
<fc<r» in.,     it ««  ts    •.•rr-»«t.   .«*»! ««  a»t ca K c««(w»«.4l «ttli car^^atiMil 
frv^vcrk« •( im; lailvia««! Ictrvl. 

II It u cmmot foT •eci«le«-ittt to itr taft »ocUCf !• * xa? 
eiacn*l«««c4 ftclr.    ">»-t CH.   «aclu dlrtentiai»* «r. • or «ef.   pre^rly «tMt 
the aatt laaartwit taeul difu.a«i«at ar«. far »«» «fKciatu«« lin.  ff i«*-,«. 
ti««tio<t. It o«r •aclolttflc«! >r«ll»- ir. -ca«r«l.    th   •%«r«fe far pracUlaa 
l* tKlr «aalftlt Mtf M% t« ih, «ecielartcal MMx iX&JÜM'''*****1*'*» l*u« 

Altrl«%.(»   »a*«*.   »riK«ft   tc   V.   M   ;    ••!   t»r   «lTvn«|C«v/l   (tMRBBl, 
IM9c). b«C far ylctarl«! tlaflicttT caly tva tr« «iw^i. 

af rlat». Ma*«r af 9mm Cstümllt: «U..     of clw 0.1. vtll lacau 
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c»% «Ctrl»«!« i+me* of MU«M M th* conparlM« «f « mmtmi »f ttvila« 
«A 

e«rfvl«i«tf vu> cite «cowniu «««viofM^at ^trcMiee ar«  ca^rgry »MUMfliptlot. 

•>«r ««aic«. laUjlMfti» »%f c«rtt« MM! cf©»i MClwal *ro4MCt p«r c^U«. 

^•M %lcflMkCt <M«( c«rTvU<c4 wich UM f***t Ma*.« 4tac««l«i »r. MdaMl 

iMoihi.. po^wUciaa. ATM, Mm wmtmt •«•, MM tltc of Ckc e*f.-«v  »-^-.t 

o( «Iwi« I» Plr«r« I, hoc o IMK Mjor «UMMIOO fouorf Co 4wflK accrlioc« 

•He» i« poltcicol oricocactoo, Mklck U hie*lf cott*lBtt4 «nch c.r..f.M-. 

tr%*4m co ^p>1 c«»% to*.rop«.ai. ••* »roforctoo of w—il Mtcy oarKr». 

Tttw ehr«« 4Ui«.«Miioot cot«clter->%cooootc 4co«lopiia«tt. povwr b*»*.». «atf tK Ht- 

U«l ori.ft««ti«o--twfct<ote ov^r forcr IN.re*«« of elk varlotlo« of aatloa« a« 

cHblr accriNfC«>t. 

"•.«Ola- accrlkoU tfac« la nlatf, for ciu aeatac, Uc «• aow co • 

boatc coaacrvcc {*tmt*. elk. firac ia aocul •»•<.). CIMC of tzM*   A 

«»ad la a ro«f»liar af mo aatlcaa iof«thr la urn« af cK. aciloaa of 

co ch« och*r.       if  1» «a accor-oiJ»cc o«ir of MCUM.    U CCHM O' C.f. 

•a 
Roaaacc aaa%a Cla  ao»^r bot^a (flAboalo^   tic«. 

"üIKH of IN.   «triti.'.ac« «aolf«!«, i'-rrr.  M^ r»a«orcte lr  t» it oa 
ibc cluiro«icrit(lc« m»i ^hovtor of 11«« iMtloa lCf«U «k» aoc oa tin aadoa 
la rwUcloa co «OM aarcicaUt oclk.r oat.    *kc coacora la «rich cho folicf 
af tfc« aaciaa. CH«. «ov«lofw^ac a( ik«  aaciaa, elk «oaf lice botiaolor of thv 
nacloa, Clu r«lail<«aahir b«i«**.«a ||^ aailor.'t erad« MN! ferwlopteae, or 
laccraol var. •! «nrf for« If« conilue. or tOMwr caiMtblllcy m* forrl»« aallcy. 
*«!.  *   kaov iMt « aaci«^'« aollcl^ «o^ bfiH«vlor «Mft 4co«a^ta|i 0« c*< 
«**j»ct attiar, «ad «4>«ih r d^Vkloprcrt. i»o^ r. or tvy ocinr v«ri«bl.« arc 
ruIooMC «tit alao abifc hf okJ%ct.    far «duntU. «.coaonlc «c-wloM^ac la • 
»»rs la^oreaat aa^cC af eK U.S.  la r%mioa co !adt#, vtiil« «rteh Chliu 
fow*T  it CK t-o«t aall«ac.    for Coa«l«-?" rvUitoa*. h<v. v. t. acietKr 
clkaracc^riteic «oi«» «r« •• irforeaae »• t^orc rua «lal«^aelc-iM»lieic«l coa- 
•l<«ralloM. 

Stoivdica of  iaetra*iUN*! nlaCloa« t-aix «rick clklr f- lie* aaclal 
Mi.aiitt« chia fwaadu lock-la—tliU oa*.f «npkaalt m elk. ladtoidoal. 
froaa. or aacioa.    ^^fl«- (lfk4, r.  Mi) ^-a« conkkae«,^ aa CM* uac-ary. 
'I kcli«v« tkac oa« of elk »oorc«« o' tki« e^a^f-cy is elk lM«c« of eke 
aclf aa ■efca<l .    TK ^rlaclf la of local d^ccral^eiao nay ««fkar lo M tc 
k% aaearrliy «arf ahC^aaanlir cro». of owr owa Vkavler    «a a n.fl«,<eioa o' 
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, ttf<htM, QMIUi. HSr-Cr«.«^«.  u<i wdi tfjratf«. Mlwr% *.arli etject U 

U4 •«^•r«t«ly wltfc cli% 9»t. by P.7. •cttwt« t«w«r«    it. 

kfofth c* W .•ll«4 ktkamft «Me«. (• k« «cfl»^.    hA«vi«r t^cc» 

loc«c«« «II 4f4» roUtiv« t« c«cK «tkcr 1« UIP« «f tlMtr     k*.H«vl«r 

«ctl«M.   TIM ,-»i»*i?u «f rcUct«« ««IIM« 1« taf««lv«4 h^r« «la«, «twr* 

clu «rlfla «f MMvi«r «^«e« lie« «t UK. •«•?««• v«liw« f«r «acii ^lMvt«r 

(«Mil «« ci^aiC«).    FlfMr« 7 «IMM« cbt, r«l«tl«« p««lcl«o «f ft«« tfyM« 

titvolviRf ebb t!.S. •« «c(«r M urn kclMvl«? «MC* «UteiMi«««. »mperf. m4 

efflcUl cotiflici WK«vl«r. 

2S(caaci«M4) 
our ««tk*«. of UtfivUMltiy «M <r».4an.    It i« «««Ur for M M v*ot « 
tlmart of bafc«yiot with con«!«» pr«*'lc*ut th«« «m. wiif<^ mtrwhK • cr««!«.« 
•«A.'ccti for It« arofotlttoo«.    tlk. ^ifci«<c of « tl^or? of l%lk«vtor roy U 
cef«fltc4t«4. Nit MI conylui • tt 1« •w»t  *■•*. « «•tiary talf.     «Hi ch» 
t««äfi«cy of »oc 1« t-tore feel of ut« to tun* r«a«t;icalty. ».< i««r« <i'M.r »*'• 

Till« «Utioctiee b%tw».« woo«« «A4 «♦J4 «l«e I« ««luat to ch«. oat«^ 
lofic«! »«ri#«rctiv« of th.  fi.U ts-onr rr««o«t«.a licr«.     A rlaaalflcatl«« 
of tKorl.t ...  I« th«t  lato fultf CKcri.« «n* non«<l< tKot^t.    A ifccort 
aay t«k« «• funaanwAial • •TII»»» of rvUcioa« «MW cortoTo «ltf««ac«.    «pUla- 
ii»f th. olaowat« fc» refcroae« t« cho«% r.lail«*«. or it oar rlw ori^wcy to 
tM r«l«c«. «ayUlrii^ tit*. r^Utloa« by rwforntc« to «ttrlbiit*.« of wliai 
tkey r«lac« .... TfcM « theory af «cr«a*alltr la tmimm of rol«« alffhc h« 
caaira«t«4 wltli « clKory la «hich raUa an .«al«ta«4 by rcft.r«ac« ta a«l« 
af ao«4« of th.   Istaivitfu«! o».r««««lltlc« -»rtif lr«tin- la the «ocl«! oroct«». 
(l«al«a. 1H4, f. Ml) 

ilac« « «**4.  »ry CXIile«,  I« cor.ti «.r«« « volt.  It c«« h« »fv.t.tf 
aa a yolat or vector la hahovior •!►•'»   -^ lunifMaljt«« nothcootlc&lly •« «or 
«lagl« Mil.   Ta «a%ak of the behavior af dyai«. th%r%forj( 1« ta ai«a 
clliytlc«llr IW Mhavlor of «inclfic «ctora to c«rt«l« ob«cci«. 

S«« ficoHkl (IHfc) far « 4l«c«««loa cf how ««K* «;ifsi««loft« wrv 
<«rivc4 «ad th* oth. r «invMioa« a«lli»iat%4.    ^%hr«ior *f*€9 «l«o «oo^tr« 
to h« «t   Uott   u« «l»u««tOO«l. 
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Se far. I H««« propoMd «n •.»•.'•r«i» !«vri representecion of U.S> 

«ctleoa M^ actrlbutM •• wilting in »  seciel troco, concontuolly <*lvi«- 

äklm  Into «ttrltac« m'  b«h«vlor spairt, and «nbodjrlr.f ch« princlnl« of 

rtlasiv« vftlwo« «ad Cb« concept of dysd«. Thi« roprctontation can rev b« 

wood to do tofothor six hypochooos obouc *  nocion'c Incorooclonol rola- 

71M f ir«i bypotbottt .-• Choc cho forolrn bohovlor oi o notion l« 

ItnlbOd to eortoln cboroctorUtict of » notion, opociflcolly its oconoric 

oovolonaoot, olio, «no pollticol oyotan (tdiothor tho polity i» opon or 

cloMd). Tblc hypothoolt U fror ^ooonou'o (19b6) bulldirr block, ublch bo 

Crtllo Cho P**  thoory opprooch ' to tyin«- tooothor intomotionol rolo- 

tiono «ad confMirattv« nolltic«. "or ro*onou, tbo thro« cb«r«ctorictico 

• rt b««tc for uad«r«t«adlt3': th« outauto of o notion. In porticulor, tho 

prof II* « notiexn bo» oa tUoso choroctoriotic« will dottrain« the r«nkinp 

of idl*«yacr«tic, rol«, •.ov«rwiont«l> «ocUt«!, «■« »ytcric v«riobl«o in 

0nTI)« »«r« brick« «ad iunbor coo bo used to buill houooo or factories, 
l«ri« »trweturo« or «-oil onot. no<fem bvildlnft or trodition«! onco. So 
it i« with th» coootmction on« u«« of «oci«l '■h«oriot. Thorc root bo, «s 
ir «wro, pra-tb«ory which r«a(,«r« th« r«w a« «rial« corpiroblc anif ro«dv 
for thooritior. Tbo oatoriol» «-oy oorwc AS tho bosi« for «11 kinds of 
tlworioo—>ob«tract or onfiricol, «m-Sc- or «wlti-cowntry. pure or «pnlicd— 
bwt until tbey hüvr bo»n «UUUrly procovticd. tbcorl.lr.» it not likely to 
occar, or, if it doot,, th« r«tulto «re not likclv to b« vorv wt«ful. 
(kotenoo, 19M, p. 40) 

Tbl« ' pro*tboory' Itct boon tho focw« of two confvroncot. One of 
tboo« bo« b<?«o «wimoritod (fntrnow, 1967) .ind th» tvnem prosonud «t the 
other how« boon pwblUhod (Jtooenow, 19<>9). 
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29 explaining Che outputs.   Rosenau does not specify the manner of this 

linUape, for clearly he is tryinr to present concepts and considerations 

that a theory can incorporate and not a theory itself, nor does he consider 

how such a linkage nipht be tested. In other words, the hypothesis is 

open for considerable interpretation, and this we will do later. 

The second hypothesis has to do with the concept of distance, as 

30 
it has been applied in the social sciences to explain behavior.   The basic 

Idea is that the similarity between people in socio-economic and cultural 

activities determine behavior that rrc.iudlce is a function of dissimil- 

29 
Suffice it to note that the potency of a systemic variable is 

considered to vary inversely with the size of a country (there bein'» 
greater resources available to larger countries and thus lesser dependence 
on the International ■ftcoa than is the case with smaller countries), that 
the potency of an idosym ratic factor is assumed to be greater in less 
developed economies (thc^ bclnp fewer of the restraints which bureaucracy 
and larre-scale organization impose In more developed economies), that for 
the sn-?.« reason a role va: iable Is accorded preater potency in more 
developed economies, that a societal variable is considered to be more 
potent in open polities than in closed ones (there bclnp a lesser need for 
officials in the latter to heed nongovernmental demands than in the former), 
and that for the same reason governmental variables arc more potent than 
societal variables in closed policies than in open ones.' (Rosenau, 1966, 
p. 45) 

30 
Tor a review end bibliography of social science research and 

theories usinp distance as a concept, see Olssen (1965). Geopranhical 
distance is the main focus of Olssen's revlou and his primary scientific 
concern is regional economics. 
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arltlcs In characteristics and that Interaction is the greater the more 

homologous the people. 

The concept of distance has been employed by Quincy Wright to define 

the relationships between nations (1955, p. 127), and particularly to 

32 
develop a model of the probability of war.   He proposes that the relations 

between two nations is a function of eight distances. Technological, 

Strategic, Psychological, Political, Social, Intellectual, Legal, and 

Expectancy.  (1964, p. 332)  He combined these distances in a differential 

equation, subjectively estimated the eight distances between the great 

powers in July 1939, and found that the "relative probability of war at 

that date was highest for Japan-USSR (.96), Germany-USSR (.86), and 

31Distance in the work of Bogardus (1925, 1933) ard his followers 
(Landis, et al.,  1966; Van Den Berghe, 1960) is an attitudinal distance— 
called social distance—and the distance is measured by the degree to 
which one is willing to enter into a variety of relations with and be 
spatially close to another person. Social distance defined in this way 
has mainly been employed to study racial prejudice. Social distance has 
also a different meaning that developed in much of the sociological 
research on marriage: as the dissimilarity in the characteristics of two 
people (Parkman and Sawyer, 1967; March, 1967, pp. 93-4). It is in this 
sense that I have used the concept of social distance in the past (Rummel, 
1969b). Unfortunately, the concept of social distance is confusing in 
two ways. One, as suggested above, it is not often clear whether the- 
desirability of social relations or dissimilarity in characteristics is 
being referred to. Second, in any case, social distance seems to restrict 
the concern to purely social characteristics or behavior, when what is 
meant is the distance on all characteristics, political, cultural, military, 
economic, psychological, as well as social. Therefore, to avoid this 
confusion in the future, I will use the term "attribute distance" to refer 
to the dissimilarity of two nations in their characteristics. 

39 J*When Wright's notion of distance is interpreted as "different e" or 
"relative value," then it can be seen that he is not presenting a new con- 
cept to students of international relations. Othersr such as Strausz-Hup^ and 
Poasony (1954), have pointod out the importance of differences in outlook,social 

structure, and culture in understanding conflict between nations. Wright's 
contribution is in the specific nature of his discussion of distances and 
in the relationship he explicitly poses (and tests) between distances and 
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Gertnany-Francc (.32)" (196A, p. 34B). This work of bright and the pcncral 

connections between behavior and such distances suggest the hypothesis 

that the actions of nations are a function of a variety of distances 

between then. 

The third hypothesis has to do with social stratification. Follow- 

33 
Inr; the work on class and stratification in sociology.  Johnn Galtunp, 

(1964) and colleagues (Galtung, Araujo, and Schwartrman,1966; Schwartzmnn, 

1966; Gledistch, 1969) have defined the international system ns a  status 

system in which nations arc located on status dimensions. They then 

propose that the behavior of nations to each other is a function of their 

relative status positions. For example, if wealth, powjr, and prestige 

&tm  status dimensions of international relations, as proposed by Lagos (1963), 

then the behavior of the US to the Uf.SR will be a consequence of tho 

relative profiles of the US and USSR across these three status dimensions. 

The third hypothesis is then that the actions of one state to another is a 

34 
function of their relative statuses. 

■^lor example, see the work of Lenski (1966), Herton (1957) and 
'.Tomans (l<al). Homans (p. 150) is the clearest in defining status. It 
"is a natter of perception, and of perception that puts stimuli in rank 
order.'' He points out (p. 149) that the ''stimuli that make up a nan's 
status include the kinds of reward ho receives—amonp them his esteem 
itself—the kinds of activity he emits, and anything else about hin, like 
the kind of clothes he wears or the kind of hous^ he lives in, provided that 
these stimuli sn-  rccopnized and discrirain?ted by other men. To serve, 
moreover, as the sorts of stimuli that detomine a man's status, people 
must be able to rank them, in comparison with the stimuli presented by 
other men, as relatively 'better' or 'worse,' 'higher' or 'lower.' : 

The hypotheses bcinp discussed here overlap considerably. For 
example, in Rosenau's "prc-theory," he proposes (1966, pp. 82-3, 87-88) 
that four major issue areas vertically divide interest and activities 
within nations and from the nation to the international system. And one 
of these issue areas is status. 
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Thc fourth hypcthcsi« \ ^*  Co do vlth the cwntral Chvslt of Inter- 

national relations:    the confifuration of pow.r aa.'wr nation« dctcf 

minus their policy and behavior« That pow^r considerations stmcturc 

international politics his buan attested to by scholars •-' practtttontr« 

alike. ~hat power is baiic is " fact of practical experience and acSolarly 

study. That power is ncasurable. constrainablv in equations, and a con- 

cept Icaoinr to testable prediction» of nation behavior, however« has not 

at all been established. 

One of the more explicit theories of pew«.r has been offerod by A.P.K. 

Organski n960). H« argues that nations are renked ir a power pyravld and 

that the international order is largely shaped by those at the top of the 

pyramid.  International conflict then cones about «'hen a nation low r down 

in thj pyramid is chanrinr in its power in a way to threaten to displace th. 

more dominant nation and when thure are few bonds to tie the i» ^ n-ittont 

together. For Orpanski, international nolitict is shared by i  relative 

and chanpinr po\v.r between nations and the b^nds tl<at bind then. '  This 

^In general terus, Orpanski*s nositlon is net »uch different fro^ 
other scholars. Although few would accent ''or^enthau's (195^. n. 2)) 
blanket 'International politics ... is e sirurrK for power,' nany vculd 
apree with Liska (1936) th.-'t international politics is reducible to an 
interplay between politics and norm,  ty norr is nv.nnt in oart the values 
associated with cooperative bonds. 

In specifics. OlfflMkl dlsaprecs with ruch of th» literatttre. M« 
casts out the sacred b.-'lance of powur theory find nrpues that .- l-rgv p(«wcr 
imbalance promo.tcs peace pow.-r parity rirorotec war the dorinant ration 
is a secure and peace-lovin«» nation. OMirui evidence for this view cones 
from the content analysis of Ithiel de Soli Pool (1951. p. 62). He found 
that hostility "to the outside world, as featured by our data, 9ccn»  to be 
very much a function of insecurity. Thoce nations which hav» 't any riven 
moment dominated the world rcene have penerally said little that was idvers» 
in 'prestir.c papers' to th<. otiier ptHhttB*    The ins.cur. or unsatisfied 
powers, on the other hand, have penerally had editorials full of hostilc 
judpments of foreign states. This shows up by a corparison of the papers 
in the different powers anc* nerhapp also by I comparison of trends. As I 
power has declined in world pesition, tlu editorials corirn fror it tended 
to become more critical of the outside world.'' The basic difference in 
those findinps and Orpanski's position is in the direction of change prorot- 
inp conflict.  For Ornanskl, the nation ircreasinp in power, not decreasinp, 
relative to the top dop is the source of conflict. 



r^-»   »M|v.    II. a. 

TK» M»C l^pMHMi« .r»«4i.« tlw r.f»t«S «rl etsiior «f I«M% work- 

tar m imut^Btimml «a», ruiUMl lBUi»r«il«» lteM*ti( IMJ. Ifftl* !K,«t«ck. 

#1 «i.    mi    j.*t#i «al J««*». IH4).    r*.   tmmA*n,mt*l —%tmf IM« Uk. 

lu«r«ctlM Mi coor-ratiM U-4tBr f« «•Ittual ui^r««!«« r%mli 'rm, 

rnmm «ClMr ttltn. ■ Slrh lev. I «f MCI I M< c«lt«r^ iNr«*«««liv. •iril- 

»tiff U r«litt<«i «üUMU« md ««IIM«, M« *««trM*>u«t pro«i«*ll«. 

n«tMl*rU«lly, ;i»c martf tliu.    IM»4 m Uiit pürv^ctl««, IIM «l*tlt 

HyyoClMi«!» It CH«|  tlW twl^lVK  CWCMttM »civ«,««! MIIMM  lc  r»l«t«4 %• 

UM 4tffr«M of •uaUrlt? Wtwutr tfc.- Mi tlhdr •»^raHU«! iUCMc«. 

*• MKri tWi rv«trMia«al ctftMt* «MtfiilM« i»t«r«uittM«l 

rviniM« it mi*.   :• fs,«!'' I«M it ■■m,» m u w «««y -viut. rJMl»t«ft«rt 

Ifi4)    SMK) tMfrM^K«' »IMMC« IttfliwfK*  llw roUtUM ». tw«i> ntilM« •« 

MlMMnlCSl  4i»tm**  Wtv%«« •»UfWtt  III temf^ttticr  v||»i  lUlr «w(v«l 

rr.i»uy laflwoc.« IK.  n.Ull«. «viiM of ?l.m«t»*       OM.» •»«trf-Mcal 

aittMcv Mljr t^t a» IWMitfUa •( WIMVI«? fiatovi Mi IrrMi, IHII»   Or 

'o^i iUlMc   »rovii« « traitMt «f kMMUr (»««I«.'!»».  IHi)»   f«l*»ef t^w 

MMI ray e! tlwa«. #lt%nialivtk  fuftciiM« «l IM» Mint. I will mft* Muliclt 

lh% t*nwrtl JyyciKsl«   i!*. r«UilMt k»tiiw«a Mil««» «r. cM#lii«Mi fey 

lb» r%o r-.»ic«I iUf*i*r.  J »v*i%n ih.^. 

lo rvcayllw]«*!., tl»>. tta i\l%»«tiv :tv*«iiK««« of  (»trrn-ilMDl rvla- 

tico« arc 

(I) foffairB flicy fechavtor U e IMCIIM of *<oiHru itmtmmvmt. 

aU%. I-PL pollilcal ayaitn 

-••a Collon (196») fcr e il^cnaalo« of aacl-l    -r^rtiy.' 



(t) tfet MMvtor «f «M MCtM to «wftor !• « f«ArctM ©f 4UH 

(I) tht MMVIM «I w* MiKw to «MtKor I» • fiMeCtM of rvUtlv« 

•UIKM. 

(*) • Mile«'« «Mlltcl m* toffUm with —thmr Mtlc«   IT» 

i; Ik« r«Uci«« co»9#r«cinr Irtw«« Mttecj  I« r«;«t*4 to Uwlr 

hmmffltf —< fofrfblctl iUCMK«' 

IC*l  «ItlMK«  %«tv«««   ItuT. 

?• CMMwet in*«« »T^dw««« «MT «tine tu* «ecUl »**€• r*pf—fttm*, 

I proMM tlw foU«irtar Uv-llte fi«U Uw^ry »mvMltlMt en* r*Uct«« 

*«h«vjor of m» Milan i« «Mtlwr ft« « HnMr fvncite« «f tlM tflti« 

«•ct«?« WIWMNI li»«- m tbt 4t**t.»lm9 of oitrtNiC« »«c«.  '     Tluo la« In 

c«e)«»<ct«« wftik ilw «ecul «MC« r«f r«*««toi I«« Mi tht frlnci^l «f 

r«Uii • iwl«M tflMM«M «MM ftt «Ml t c«ll • fl«UI KM«ry <•* MCft«l 

4CIIM.    TW «aicM mi MIMMIIC« «f iM iMvry MM *—m MM1«M4 

9*€* « low-1IM MOIOMM of IniorMiloMl rol*il«M -or toot» 
rr««w-»>two»«. «is; «^rlktr« »rr '-*»i, *<^  r»ti*ft«!» vfti" ' c omnrot 
foirt4nl«a.    Sftrc« M OI»<I» 1«W H.*O MO« «oiotllriotf v«i  dM» I« «M ti 
ft« c«MM    low-llM'),  t Mali rMir lliU tMrooolo« l? MMMM «f 
Mft^*«lftMilM,    or «t • ««r« oceo*io«l« IOMI,    Mm»*«it.*    t«t( IKU 

M«U «el cr~mml€*t9 iM a«f>l«Mlorr tif^-iii f m o^crriftM IK «trft«- 
•Ml, «MnllllM M to «£tlc«i.  ti«*. or »i ■<«. «r/ IH<( ftt h*t c«o*i««r«M« 
0«f1*&   t«ffr   -imtmt.      I   «n  «tot   l-«l»l—   «Ml   It   ft« >MM  «•  iPVOft««!   r«M«rch 
MMlt«.    I tn ^roMCI»» It «• A IM ymt to M I'»-«I* IMIM. Ml  it tr* 
■fM   iiiel» o<««fft  •Mi.ltf M fa<fc»o*.    to »«»lid* •tot«'  till«   »•  1J>   tlko 
ft« to invit* critidor «M O fffoot oool of offort to rfiooro*« iM »••«fftto«. 
fmt  thi»  ft« «Ml   t  MM.   foff f«l«M« ?**%**•* |>« OMIM o«ff  ««»ortfo«« 
Mflsft« ami M^lic «»* W «v' •w^ooricoi •itt«»Mt to «».«lirv ^o«: t<* 
r«i*tr« !►<-». 

K«M   fMl   IMI   KlMllflC    l«M  CO   «Ol   *»l«t    I«   t**   fti.'t   t(l««CM. 
f«ff « <l«o«f«IM of IM« foolirr «M Miroff«! oft«Mlo« o'  Owch  lovt, MO 
»Mpoff flfny«, ooMcloll? ».  102). 



•iMiAcrv.       Tit» iat«r«*i U UU pmmr t» f mflf it t» ••?. c««ftlcc 

iaj «««rcrJCUr. 

■im em ihm fUU cfetMiy ^ro^etiile« «AawM» t*ir »U «rrrvfjlt 

ttiM jfttee« *l ma nMtlm to mettwf} tt thmtt Btttihutm,    ApplfU*^ tM» 

UM u KIM C.».. UM «tMiUn «prtMl«-- cltii llakar« U 

f 

***** *W»J.t l* fh* ^r*i9<ll*r 0r tlM ^«iMfVtar •# Ite «.t. I—I Mtliw 

J M Cb» kth a&MAtU« of MMVi«r •!»«<•. at ,  .   , !• Cl« 4l0t4Mr« «If- 

f«r«ec«) wcior Iviv««« tH« II.I. ud iMtim J c« UM 1^ «tirl^tt» ilmrn* 

•im of •ccnliti« •*»<•   Mi » U a U.S. M«clflc MrM*t«r «wtHitinr 
Mt* 

I#CM^. tM pMMttltM ••totto t\*t rcUtlvt tfyMtc kMwier It • 

MMUUM ot cue wtt-hcM «ccri^jt« 41«CMC« Mc««rt that UAMBM« «rt 

forcts ««i«mirih CM MMvior ol MIIM« crwartf MCI char.'* rtr«r» I 

nr* Mir C© nM# CM«  llnM#« elMr.    TMM tfUCMM« OMr«ci«n«llM CM 

?•• MMMI flW)}.    for • «or« r*<««c M4 xro^ac r«vt»#4 ©»iKHit- 
ClM vlCll CMCt.  OOO *ior>«l   MMM).     TM Tt#thor«||cjJ  r»l#.iM««Htt totv*** 
vN«t I call occriMc« cM<»rv—CM *tc#^*t c« rolot« CM i£Cj' Mnovior of • 
MtlM co ic« «ccrikncoo—t«k: ful« ctworr tt elocnt'o^ in fmml ClfOH). 
for »' «MllC4Clo«i of fi»|.: tM««n» co <• «cv^v of A«Ui> coofll-t  *n" cooo*r* 
ciM. MO f«r% CIM").    Tor «r #oolirocioo of lloU tMonr co CM rootoiMl 
«c«<^^tct of tatki, MO Mrry <IM*).    f»r » cMory o« MMvif»r ««lor « 
Mluvlor ««IM   » b. H »inr •!»•<.• rM(«.oit««  wi o«%rl^oflM  I«  MIOM «rltli 
fU14 cMory. MO flillllM (IHf). 

To MOI<! »tMMoraciMtf ♦.  I «M«l4 roUor«to CMC Mk^irlor Mr 
«ccrlMto» lo do OOTMMM or» MUr nlotM.    If CM o^gMMCo cMrocCor 
cf tMt frooooicioo lo lto*c la Mw»., cMr CM Mcomlaltcic flMor of CM 
iiacoMlM tümU M roro MUC^U. 



.JV 

I 



•«CUB et  r«U(t«« «ASIIM mi »f «Iff*?«•<•• mi •im:•nti«* b«cw««« 

«UCtoa«   tUl   IS  «C   UMC   IflftllClt   I*  tiM lifpOtli—M «MIlMNrf. T« 

MM M»«lla<l   (1)  CM   llftk   It«  l»V1w«li«»«t.   ««Cli «f   Ck«  «I*  «rill 

I« Mb« »««f«  «Sfll«.!!. 

"^Ith r«««r4 to ch« li«lu^« i»ir»ecW«I•, t««ii«« «rectflM 

«••«•IMT««!. «it«,  MM peliclc«! 9ftm (mm or do«««:) «• i«#«rca«i 

eK«r«cc«ffl«cic« U mfntmiimt th* ttmim Mtevier •< « Mil«».   As 

n««lloe«j «k«*«.   I« r«*««rcl. «««« to ««l« to l«««tlfv tho <l—■to— of 

tlio «ttrikvt« «^«c« «f Mtioe«. oc—wile ««««loM««t( pmmr hmm m «IM. 

«•i fotltlc«! eri««t«ttc« ham ««^•i»i»-tlT mttr*.    '>* 9«.ttlc«l orlont- 

•UM «l«M«le<i I« vory CIM« tm contont  («•••ortlii«, frttior «f «rowr« t« 

■..to »ooorowr.O  to Vo««nou'« o«»oa-<l««otf dltttoctle«. 

A profclrf» u «ofiolar h«*r IN»«« ihr«« tflf««Mt««i r«Ut« to k«fc«vter. 

If m t-.« .-r «ttrllhit« ^«or» «s«ro«c»t (»«rr»;.  IHf«),      tho« «*• «ooU 

•oy th«t  for tli« O.S. It« v«l«ic» oo thm» thrm «|n«o«to«M Ufl««»«« It« 

««•flirt «M co«t«r«tt«o.    A <«r«fwl  roo^lr- of IOAOMW. «»»««Ully ho»» ho 

40li  u «««««Mry t« »• ««»licit «bout thv hmf of «ay ««««rtioa «f 
• toiUrity -• ilfforo««« hotwooo notion«.    Hr    «tiv ft»#* flolto *.r««p «i 
Mt «f  tHirv*.  NM*;vor ««riottftly tbot ^-«y l»o cho«««. «w f •«. «nth »  llltl« 
l«»«<iMltyt flM «l«My« «O»M» c' of«« «««h th«! «U tk« thlar« k«lo»fl«o t« 
on« »ot  «r« tl^lUf  ....    CTooi^r.   IHV«,  r.  t}t)    Till« «olnt K«« hoo« 
loflcolly trrvoo for fho coo««r«o f«ll fhiArt «r« diff-roM> V» ^»tamb« 
(IHf. »p. J»*-JT1) la hi«   thoer«. of IM urty docUtao.** 

4 A« «ttrlMto thoor« I« «•''»••  •• «M wMt»   ttlo« (e «««l«l« th« 
««rut lo« I« h«K««lor of « ««tlo« to tor«»« «f it« cMr«ctorl«tlc«. withoot 
r«f«ro«c« t« oth*r «otioo«.    *ot «»«r^lo. the tMoro tho» th«  InoolvoMnt 
I« ferol«« conflict of « ootirf  «o^oMo e« It« lotomol  «l^llltf I* «no. 
Attrlhvto theory I« la co«itr««t to f loltf thoery which •t«tot thot th« 
rol«tl«a eiffcronc*« MM* «lalUrttl«* hotwooo t«o Mtlea« «ff«cc th« MMetor 
«f one to the other. 



-t7- 

«•<taior ««ktm cmmttf <«f»«<—t •• thm fntllm of Mtioe« MI thm— 

timer •it*» m4 r*Ut«« «»it to SU«M *f*»,m      taflU« Ckat tha M**lof 

•f tlw C.I. ■—j ot»wff MCIMM «rill **ry i>»«Mlt o* tk« «»fforMC«« 

ftMlly.  tMMMM*«  MlMUttflt  CMC«pK  of   fmtt  «T««   IffplUt   th#l 

•ctlo»» of MtlflM .-U«««f aronai c«fft«U I—I (MCb M Che col« ««if). 

TIMC  n. «KM  chvr« «m 4I0C1KC «UMTMIMI« of MI too Ifhovtor ol««t «••tch 

Mttoo« vtrr lo their roloctooo «ntii —th othor. oai. tfioc to th« ^rotriovo 

p*f<tt»p*.i**r «rtll o-rr to th»tf b^ovtor iowor4 »sch othr? 4*ocoote« oo 

Choir 41ff*r«*c«o to ocooootfc «ovclopAoot, oioo. mt ^olictcol oyoco». 

fto<« Otfftiroocco Wnowo ootloot «ro 4oftootf *y tflotoocc voctoro, thto 

•«<««••(•   |K#   follOVllB«. 

u ofoooottloo! Otctooc« voctor» ee IIM tfUNmotor« 

of  »ttrlbvu  O^M« «rfitcO Oof loo OCC<HMItC  tf«««lop»oot.  til«,  «o4 

oollllcol ortooiottoo %rtll cootrthwc«  i'c neot  lo u<t**t:*$ 

for cho rolottoo •filer» of iho      I.  toworO ociwr ootloM o« 

Cho  OlaoOOlOOO   Of   Whwrlff   TK*. 

lOOUOg 00« Ot   Iho   •«•««•  hvpolKctl»,   t  h«««  •HM«,4  CMl   on«««   «*. 

oojor Olavooloo* of ocrrlhwit •*»<* »r* «crronic Ooool^^nofii  MM pe*%t !►»•«•.*' 

Tit«o« or« coooUtootl|r thv lortote äirwmior* fowotf to J*flo« the »f^cc  ma 

42foo f«otoot# If. 

fov%r hoo«o OAB »Ito on  iltrrriOttvr  lnhvlo fcr th« »mm 41 
of ottrlhut« op*«.    Them*  loh«U at*  f<*o«thltf h* vtrtw*  of  th« h|«K 
ohl# of aooooroo of femt r«^«hiliiv to KW 4tooooloo o« th« ooo M«^ «od 
tho hlfh r«lotlon«hl^ of miiourc» of tit», owch A« oroo md fOfoUttoo, en 
tho othor. 



fi ky l^o« (IMS) «tf UM»i (IH»)4S antf »ko«« tr 9v*rt«»rh«rr«r 

MM  ATM)»   (IM*)   Mtf   fhlnterl,  Cf «I.   (IMJ). 

!■»• MM ll.i. ha» hlrli •tali»« ot botfe «iMf^toM •( «coMmlc ec^lor 

-«•« M4 «NiMtr.    r«tl«wtr<> »c«tu« »»««r»  '^«Ji«.-.-,   |M*). «M WMM il»r'«f»T« 

«»»•ci KIM C.i. (• tflrvct MMrt c—Mratly •CCIM* MMN otfc#f Mi* t(«t«i 

MIIO«*—to M mtm   «MociAtl««    It. CAitMw't w»ri«"(Ki« KM»«ri MCIOM 

••  *t «rt «f UM ttac««.    TIMC U. co«f«r«»i*« •cct«M tflracl«! c«v«N «(Mr 

Mt loft« Mvowi« M tewntly proiwrttoMl t« tM €%mtme— tnm torn m tM 

two tt«*.,. jUMMieat.       UK CO immt* %hm coo««r*(iv« «ct* »»( IH« V.«. toiNir< 

M Ot)«€t  MtlM.  CD «MWt« «UlMWr  UlflMMGt)  MtWM« tt« O.t.  «M e%)«ct 

lutto« on •*6#M*' it ««««lefHwat» mC *f «IttMC* an pcwr ^OM«.   HMH* tfclt 

t^hicii clMroctorlttlct »•«<<«»* tte tMl» fot •tr«tl(lc«tlM ... 
tf«»#ft4« on vi*i  i« catttu*r»<: ^«rttcoUrlv ImportMit kf t**« ttratlfflat 
•ocuty    (Ur^ltM «M itolMt.  IM«, p. *'J)      .viw. »ccerdtM to »mtlj 
(IM7, o.  >S>,  tho :-oin cU»»«« ©♦  »core« tftvltUI« ««!«•• •»•    v*«!«« . 
yo»wtf, MM »r«*tt*t oillit« • ri*»** cvltCro.      %o«<t(lc«li)r «rltfc rot«H to 
not loo«. Lore« (IM), p. 9) Myo thot    OCMOMC «totoro. po*<«r. •»# rr<*tttto 
... co«ttlt«to tho ttotw« of • not loo. 

**"»»ltl» rotooct to Ar^.lUJlMii Ptottli:«. tht ovittanco ootitoot* ... 
•fentlf« •one« Ur»oly • fyoctin« of power «ptf «rtvllooo    (loookl. IfM, 
o. Ol). 

40 It It yMftibl« t« oforatlooollto *t*i%n «Klorooco la tHli *f 
locMtM ( «o i;.f.  U MHi r« i«th »fAtu« tfiror«lrfMi.    /• l^or o» ^-^ M not 
colcol«»* 4i" «ac« c lM»tb tflnao-iooo, Mit trtit iimmtf on oo;h 4l~«tttior 
«•••••   rai      «n    l*. r «o (t)  If t*« «"Ui-'cc of t*«o C.n    ftn» M«"t 
nation  ••  otsr «nr« «•o k©l*» din»««loo«.  «>♦♦ both »"»*• M^h «t»!^-«-  (^>  If 
itwco m on* 4lr noloo I« lo^ «OJ on IN elter t..rfc. t «-« t»   T K«*«> «nc 
»tatoo in «w^ron,  (1) I' both <i»ioac#* «r# H*>-. IH«O ttwT    -v.  «»iff  r«nt 
•tot««.    In tM« >A->er, «utv« I« troMr/ «• e Mittor of «Icrroo «loco Iti 
•^oaufo-'alt*.. e«'i4 « «ontlMto-.* ««rlabl«. 

/loo. •Maui<co Is a «octor boro col oot »I*TIT a rwoi».'*'».   ^OMooar. 
«loc« V* C.%, koa top oalnoo «• ocooaMc «fewloonw^t *•* ***tr i>«aaa. tK» 
roa«lt% for th- li.«. art ir.oarloat of «totter «i«tonc«c OP th«»' tfinooAicn« 
•ro tr»4Co4 no a MraitoM or «octor. 



Mrt 9t »IAIUS «v. ory •eat«* Chat 

.CO • -'D - «t * b (2) 

whar« • me h  ar« conatanca. a la poalciva, and C? and ?B ara prcsmce to 

kav« a^ual wvlfht. Ic «erda. the nor« •Ir.llar tha C.S. and objact are In 

acottOKlc davaloaMAt ana pour baaai, tha oora cooperativa tH»? -ctions t«.*, 

0.t* atrvct» totf.-rd Che object# 

Thara ia aaothar, parhaoa oora «xeitlnv.aart of «tatua thaon, to 

wit, that tha cool 1 let bvtMaao two oatlooa trill ba ■ conaeouoncc of status 

dlaa^utllbrlmi.   Ralatlooa batvocn char tdll b« noat cooperative 1' the-' 

both hav« halaocod profiloa on their atatua, »-.••■ both IMi« both 1« . or 

ooa natloo hifh acroei thv atatua «.ioanalona cod tha oth.r conalstantly 

low. If, howovar, ooa or both of the oatiooa are unbalanced en different 

•tatoa dlnanaloo». then tha tendency ia toward conflict at one or both try 

to balance thair «tetu* upward and thus tbraaten the dooinancc of the 

Tha concept of »tatua dleaquillbritai. or irb^lanc«. Inconeiatency, 
or cryat alii tat ion haa prevekre* coneidaraMc rce.-arc^ in eoclolo«*'/. 5ee for 
aaarole Unaki {19«»>. 5aral (1969). Kitclell (1964). ir' ••onan^ (1961). 
h. baaic idaa la that »  peraon imbalanced in hie ttatue will bu under etreeii. 
indue ine bio to act ia a way to balance hi a atatua. For «xarplc he nay, an 
Unaki baiiawwa (1966, p. 81),be nore Ulel»- to ' aurrert liberal or radical 
r.eir«fti$nte daai^nad to alter the political Ptatüi» ^i<r than  ar«. o^racne of con- 
eiatant etato*.' Tot all the evidence on the political consequencea of un- 
balance waa conaiatent until fetal (1969) iiho«-ed thut th relevance o*  partic- 
ular atatua under certain political clrcvratancea have to be taken Into 
account. Heat of thia work haa been dooo ticatinr the atatua of  an Im.'lvit'unl 
and Hi overall behavior. Little work, with tha excention of Hcrana (i?6l, 
p. 2ae) who dafinca atatua eonrruence in ter-a of tvo Indlvii'uala. hat brcn 
•pacifically eoocemod with the babavior between two «craona In Ur-s of their 
relative raaka. One of tht> contributiona of Caltun« ia ccrblnln«* a  nurhcr of 
idaaa and raaulta fror* the atatua liur~ture to diacuaa evedie relatlonnhlna. 
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other . 

^incc the U.5. Is hlrh on both status dlr.enslons, ir.brlnnco v/ill 

exist wiion another nation Is clos;' to Khfl U.S. on one and far on another, 

such -»j China wbo is r.uch closer to the D*S< on the rov;er dircnslon than on 

oconor.ic developncnt.  It seems r.ost likely that conflict will result V7hcn 

both the U.S. rnd cbjtct nation are .^olnrly hi'-h on nov/er-hrve powoc nrrity, 

sc to BQcal;—«nd fnr apart ir economic development.   ^ov/cr» thou,  provides 

the resource for conflict, differences ir ccononlc devuloTent, th^n, provide 

''As r.altunp; (196A) points out, his theory of status discnuiiibriur. 
contradicts the criss-cross theory of conflict* nations that h?vc no status 
in coconon should have pore conflict than those that have one status alike, 
since the one status provides l cross-pressure—a brldpe between them—that 
dampen* conflict. Sinryr and Small (1966) have applied this theory to inter- 
national relations with results supportin«» it. The erpirical results to be 
described here also bear on this theory. 

49 
If ecoaomic development ir considered an achieved dimension—(one 

on which nations can be hi^h by dirt of policy and hard work)—and power 
ascribed—(one in which nations arc hirh by virtue of elements they have 
little control over today such as area, oopulation size, resources), then 
the imbalance on the achieved dirension could be csoecinlly conducive to 
conflict. It is alonr thin dimension thrt evilvetion of the ability of a 
nation is llk.:ly to take place and the dimension on which the nation can 
most mobilize its resources to move upward. 

That status disequilibrium leads to conflict, especially if the 
imbalance is on the economic dovelonrcnt dimension, can be explained by 
dravln'- on a point txada by Burton (1962, n. 71). "The 'chcractcrlfltic 
f oaturi. of an actor-object relationship (which he calls an S-P. relationshln)' 
is that hostility encrfes finally throuph frustration experienced by one party 
because of lack of ndjustuent by the other. The conflict does not result fron 
change as such, but from the restrtints imnoscd on P. by the countries affected. 
Industrialization or a new philosophy docs not cause hostility, but hostility 
occurs in the first place when resistance is net which Units potential or 
anticipated dcvelonmunts. 
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many of the issues for conflict,  and the threat to the doninancc of the 

U.S. is implicit in tho greater power the other nation will hr.vc as it 

attempts to narrow the economic development pap and bnl.nncc itscK on 

these two status dimensions. This aspect of status theory can be put into 

an equation, denoting conflict by CF. 

dCF = ED - rrs + c, (3) 

where d and e are constants, d is positive, and ED and P3 arc assuncd to 

have equal weight. In words, the more the U.S. and object nation arc 

dissimilar in economic development and similar in power, the more conflict 

actions the U.S. will direct toward thw object. 

We now have two equations, one for the conflict actions and one fcr 

the cooperative behavior of the U.S. The international relations of the 

U.S., however, are not neatly partitioned this way. Mixed actions arc 

simultaneously directed at the same actor, sone conflictfnl, scr.e coopera- 

tive.   Uhat then will be the relationship between those actiors? fUnce 

The j»ap between rich and poor nations has cone to be the nost import- 
ant issue of international relations.(Patcl, 1964)  Aside from beir" an issiic; 
however, whether a nation is rich or poor affects the way it makes ^orei^n 
policy. The process becomes ' bureaucratizjd,1' with loss of control by the 
cabinet and growth in administrative politics.(Morse^ 1970) Aside from other 
considerations, this helps explain why U.S. actions should differ depending 
on how economically distant the other nation is; since economic distance will 
measure the level of modernization of the foreign policy process of tha other 
nation. 

^Thls is consonant with Roscnau's (1966) issue area vertical division 
of a nation's outputs and Lcrche's (1956,, p. 147)'sinple objective conflicts.' 
The U.S., for example, in the seme day nay be in conference with the U.C.S.R. 
talkin" about strategic arms liritatlon, allowinr U.S. tourists to visit the 
U^S.S.R. and students to study there, exporting machinery there, and warning 
Its leaders that the U.S. cannot stanc by and lee the Soviet Union unbalance 
the relative power between Israel and her neighbors In the Middle East. 

I mifht also point out thrt  conflict and cooperation have a logical 
and sociological relationshin to each other. I.cicallv, many kinds of conflict 
behavior cannot occur unless there in cooperation to begin with. ror oxarplc, 
boycotts cannot occur if there is no trade or transaction; diplomatic rolations 
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equations (2) and (3) share some of the same variables, we can determine 

the relationship between them by adding dCF to both sides of equation (2) 

and usinp (3), 

aCO + dCF •» -ED - PB + b -f- dCF 

■ -ED - PB + b + ED - PB + e 

= ~2PB + (b + e) 

(a/2)C0 + (d/2)CF = -PB + (b+e) 

SCO + hCF • -PB + k (4) 

where the new constants in (4) are functions of those in the previous 

equation and °  and h arc positive. Tquation (^) indicates thr.t the ioint 

amount of conflict and cooperative actions toward an object should depend 

on the power parity of the two nations. 

The three equations developed above fron status theory can be put 

into three status propositions. 

Status Propositions 

A. The distances of object nation from the U.S. on econonic 

development and pov/cr bases dimensions of attribute 

space will contribute negatively to the relative coopera- 

tive actions of the U.S. toward that nation. 

(continued) 
cannot be severed if there are no such relations; and a state visit cannot bo 
cancelled if no visit had been planned to bej^in with. The socicli -ical rela- 
tionship is expressed by Coser (1963, p. 85): 'The absence of contlict cannot 
be taken as an index of the strength and stability of a relationship. Stable 
relationships nay be characterized by conflicting behavior. Closeness gives 
rise to frequent occasions for conflict, but if the participants feel that 
their relationships are tenuous, they will avoid conflict, fearing that it might 
endanger the continuance of the relation. When close relationships are charac- 
terized by frequent conflicts rather than by the accumulation of hostile and 
ambivalent feelings, we may be justified, given that such conflicts are not 
likely to concern basic consensus, in taking these frequent conflicts as an 
index of the stability of these relationships.'1 
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B. The dlftoncQ of the object nation fror the U.c. on cconoric 

devclopr.u-nt will contribute positively f.r.d the dist.T.c^ on 

power bases will contribute nerratively to thu relative conflict 

actions of the U.S. touarc that nation. 

C. The cistance of the object nation fror the U.S. or. power will 

contribute negatively to the  ioir.t cooperative and conflictf"] 

actions of the U.S. tov.'arc that  nation. 

The third hypothesis must include distances themsclvet• As indicated 

previously. Wripht su!>rests a number of distances which affect the nrobr.b- 

ility of war between two nationr.  rore. such as Psychic and 'yncctancy 

distances, may be considered as resultants of distances on attributes and net 

attribute distances themselves. I'ost of the others. Social (S). Technological 

(T), Political (P), f.tratefic (G), Intellectual (I) and Lop«l (L) can be 

related to the dimensions of attribute snacc. Followinf the spirit (and net 

the letter, since we will not use a differential eouation and sone of his 

distance relationships arc bainp altered) of üri^ht's analysis of distances. 

assuminp that Psychic and Expectancy distances arc subsumed by the others, 

and that we can replace his 'the. probability of war ; by the level of conflict 

behavior (CF), we can render his distance theory by the followinr ecuation 

CF " -aT + bS -f c? + el J- fL - dG + o, (5) 

where all the constants are positive. The equation states that the conflict 

actions between two nations arc consequences of the positive distances of 

52 
the U.S. on S; P, I, and L and the technological  and stratepie similarity of 

the two. 

52. 
If states arc technologically near to one another, oisputcs will 

be frequent and dilatory tactics are likely to lead to an accumulation of 
disputes and an increasing aggravation of relations, "ach incident cones to 
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Kow can wv dciir^ tha  din^astons or w^lrb ih. dmaac «hovU b» 

nc-nsurcd anc inbwddc«. in attribute ^aco* Ptrst, by tccbnoloMcal dlacaac. . 

'rl^hc -m» th>. coonunicacioo anJ tr.tr.tporc.itior bvtwtvr two n/.tlcn». 

Th.n ia, T i* part of bwhavior aanc«:. It la d«.ftiH.d by thoav behavior 

dincnalons Cwllncatlo?: coaaunicatlont ami tranaacciona U:C«K.VR two nattoos 

pa ptensured bv their tridc.   ~«.ccnd. tbv 'octal olttanc«.a can b«. cram.d 

by those r.ttrilut«. ^.trvntiont dcflninr the aoclo«culturiil characterlatlea 

of nations, such as Car.holic Cultur«., Tqurllty, Orlwmal Culture, and 

Diversity.   Third, Strategic distance which is defined b" "ri^ht is th» 

vulnerability of attack of on», nation bv another can fcv prrtlally thiprnmui 

by pwopraphic cistancu.   Fourth, "'ollticrl and Lc«*f.l distfnct.s c.*.n bv 

defined by the political orlentrticn dirension of attribntv sn.-c«..  rlnnllv. 

Intellectual c'ist ;ncw can be indexed by ucunonic development, since -.. sur. 

of education and scientific ^versus l- .'.^l and religious) interest (such as 

5Z(continued) 
be considered in relation to its br.rciinin«- value in a eeneral acttlercnt, and 
it becomes progressively nore tiifficult to settle any issue on its ncrlts.' 
Wripht, 1942, 1256 n. A5) 

Berkowitz (1962, t>. 16C) nakes the antu; point at th. rroun level : 
'Greater contact between groups does not necessarily nronote friendship. Con- 
trary to the ovcrsinplified formulations of many men of p.ood will, brinrinp 
people together who have mutually exclusive nins or values usually heightens 
the chances of conflict. Their comlnp topethur produces friction. ' 

The technological distrnces separating pairs of similar countries 
may be compared over short periods of tine by comparison of trrde statistics.' 
(Wright, 1942, p. 1244) 

54 
These are dimensions of attribute spnee reported in Rummcl (1969b), 

?.nd listed with indicators in Table 3 below. 

Geographic location is theoretically a part of rttribute space. In 
the latest unreported analyses of national attributes directed at delineating 
the dimensions of this space for 1963, three variables were Included in order 
to define the location of a nation's capital. The resulting attribute dimen- 
sions captured this variance associated with location; national distances com- 
puted on these dimensions would then subsume geographic distance.  For the 1955 
results to be used here, however, geographic distance would have to be computed 
separately from distances on attribute space dimensions. 



«» JBT*!.  'ortbconlw). 

new b. i-svlor ea Iteu t#H««fti< •tioB-ir^o»4ciuo 41^«.n«.ion». «JMf Utrti^ *** 

•C«M for <*  IUKAI «oeüHiwuoo of) .'itC^sc«.f or tk* «ocio-ciiUwral Oii«on- 

•leM, uw fbft lU r^vliMi ibou.ot ion 

CF*«t4kr2«c^*a9-fcC«>o. () 

«IMNM ■« b, e. tft «.. »d * sfu con^tMHCt «Hf ell ^«ccnc r arw potltfvv. 

cv placing bthavtor MI tl.* ncr. gUb, 

CF - «T ■ ttt ♦ cr ♦ d50 - «€ ♦ •. (7) 

That Ir to toy, 'ror "rl^ht %v lirv.   CWVW1O|K.C  .incch*.r court loo »1 «wirr 

thv ri.l3tiMishlp bctww.n conflict  ':.   coopwrrtion.    Thlt t'.-> .  rrth^r 

thtn dvrlin» with joint t^.-. vi.r w« hrv«. thv tii/'.rcfit.   bctv^e conflict 

rnd cooperation   conflict  r- i/.Tivv  to cooperation fill b«. rr«.at(.r r.t th« 

indicote' Attribut«, dict.inc«.* er«, trcater one* r^orrnrhic distrnc. !»••• 

This cm b«i out  into thw  foilowir.-  r ro->ct lilor . 

56 
Pitt anct *> ropo» it ton The ditterc« v«ctcr  cf thv U.f. 

fror, object nation on UM socl. I. noiiticnl uricnt^tior. nnc 

l.'o oth^r nr.tion is hir'cr thrn the L'.S, on cceneric dcvclowwnt 
p.nd on the ordinrl rctinp for frevr'o»- of »roup cppcslticr. Thuii, disc.ncv 
vectors and distnnct. nn^nitudwS on ench cf tlu«v two <!irur8irr.«« vculd be 
couivnlcnt. HowvVer, on Catholic culture r.nd th. oth< r socle-cultural 
dimensions, the l'.S. iß nclth-r th. hlrh st ncr lowest. Crnsvnuvrtlv, if 
the othvr naf*cii is lil-'hwr on thv Tr-tiiolic Culturv dl'-wnsicn, tVn th' 
distance Vectv will hr.Vv a nwratlve narnituce cr.r.  a positive rc-'nitude i^ 
the other nation is lower. Vcr  dipt.-ncj ra-nitudvs ('"uclldeir. Jlstanci), 
howe'ver, both villas would be puüirivv. 

'.ihy  deal with vectors rrthef th.^n MgBltudwSf  Ppf two te'.^iT.s.  Flrrt. 
vectors alien; a sirpl.r representation cr fi^l«: t;..urv nnd v"?li r nath. matical 
manipulation. They are r.orc pl^asin" •;e8t!% ticrllv "nd intellecti;ally. 



«.COM«»!«.  AtiK top>>0t  «m^asio««  c(|<itrl%«C%  ^«111». 1"   «*.   Ih» 

■ UtMr%« on cw^'rapMc «fUUK. covtrilHit*, Mrfacivcty t« 

tiw fu#ftuu*. of roftfltcc cctloM of ttu. 1,1, t**r4    m oi>J«rci 

not Ion r«.int\t te It» cflemaicACtOM «*• crotwdciioo* vlth 

Chil oacton. 

TW fourtn hypollwcia I» ttuc caofllcc cnc cooocragton b%c«^«n 

mil«»» t.suU froo ih«.lr rwlotlv«. oowr »at th« tUo tMt fcliK CKP. 

TW dlrvctieo oi  infill ncv her»  «hould b% cldtr.    Iht. closer tv* ore loco 

r    io chttr i»o*^f, holomr cooo.rotlv«. tl«t coootwt. coofllct  i    «or« 

lU«.ly.    To put thl$ cUf«ir«.otly, for p*m<* to obutft b^twwc« twt natlont. 

thett, thould b    a di»p«ricy in now^r tt cw«.cn ch«.ft. 

**(coaCinu«.d} 
Second, wctors «r a nor*,  intuitiv, ly  »-lufyn- ri.*or«.*vnt«tlcn th.-%r ruclH»i«a 
dUtonc«.. It !• • n-lHU to •ry  th t If a fMCloo 1» In th« nlddl« of i ai'   u- 
• loo, tuch an «eotinalc dcv«.lofmont cr pwur, it  net» oifKr..r:iy to th% hlrhcr 
nation thnn It do« f to th. on.» bancnth It. to uov Fuclldcon dlttanc«.« 1» to 
n^y that th< ration's bvhovlor vlil b% the  Bmm.  to  Choac at the to«- r"  bottor, 
tinea both ar« v^wldlotant fror hlr. 

Thv. ut«. of dlttonrv vwctort ct«.at«t • nrobltf of Its own. rbt-orw ha». 
on cflttancw vectoy» cannot be dlstlnrvlahcd In thv or«plrlcal teat» to b«. u»«.d 
here fro« theory b«»wd or. the charyctcrlttlca of tfta object nation. A proftosi- 
tlon that U.S. behavior It a conscqucnc«. of ^l»tnncc vvrto»« on the nowvr 
la»»» dlB«.rslon will hövc thw «are toat roaulta as a prooo»ltlon that U.S. 
bvhavlor 1» a conaequunct; of th« power baa«.a of the object nation. At asn« 
future tire a crucial test between thv two theories will hove tc bt c'cwlopvd. 
t ar Indebted to 11» Fetter Cledltsch for point in* out this nrobKo to Be. 

•/ Interpretation of OrRanat.i*» pow.r tranaitlon th. ory will do »or.- 
violence to it, since K«. Is pronoslnr that power chaiy.c is the crucial varlabK. 
Kowevcr, to enable analysis it this stare in the data collection, I an treatirr 
the hypothesis as a static tone and net without jt-stifIcation. A power nap 
alone crcrtes fear (!(«.rkowltt, 1962, p. &3) the <orln.int power rets what it 
wtnts by the Inpliclt threat of its power md the wenkor subtiits—often uncon- 
sciously—to avoit. the use of »uch power.  /ithout c  clear rap, how.ver, th-.r«- 
is an aeibl<;uity (since stat«.ssen htve no precise reaaure of power). In Coser's 
te-rrss (1963, p. 267), when contenders feel that their power is rsore or less 
evenly ratched, rlv«»n their comor inatility to Raunc their relative strenrth 
nor« precisely, then the temptation is slronr to ensnee in trial through 
battle.  fee also Lrston (1953. p. 303) 

The theory thrt oowe-r n.-.rity nak a  conflict norc- llki !y contradicts 
the traditional balance of power theory, r.a  expressed bv «rri^.it (195i, p. 143). 
The creator the- number of states ant the more nearly equal their power, the 
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JkBl U wattt by biitoln* or ce«yt.r«ttwv tUmf   Oium. ihu ref*r* 
II 

to mlllamem», irvatl«,*. irMt«, m* UM UM.        IWtOt kmmmt, coootKutc 

ihw ctfop«.r«tlv« boiutvlor 1^1 le part of our u.h.-vicr «poco—»ort of cK 

.vr^fMfviit varlobK. ic •p*<ih loeo«lv.   Thvrcfor«. IM COB •** that tlw okjoct 

of p&'vt pttity will .•*'p«;tsc M thv    lff«r««co bvtv«^« thoo« twc k&odt of 

bvtwvior.    la «yrtel« 

««•«.r«. CO It uod«r«too«t to bv cooparatieo on dtovcslofui r^iaourinc tuch 

coofwrotiw do« «• Atliaacvs on« croatlc» »n«: • is • ^ooiilv« constont. 

^."V. ffooo»ltioa: The distance b«tv(.«:n th*. V.r. and th«. 

M object natii« on poMer      tontributas rc«itivclv to th<  rarnitucfc 

of eoopcrativo action» (tuch as alliance« and treaties) of th« 

U.S. toward the ob.tcct nation relativ«, to the conflict vith 

that nation. 

(continued) 
aor« «table ia th« «»ouiltbriun.  Sas alac "ri-ht (1942, p. 755) Alonr with 
Orranski, I <;uoation the aciantific atatua o*  the balance of power theory and 
have aouaht in vain for anythin«' other than historical aarrativ« am. anecdote« 
to auoport it. 

M 
A caao could be rad« that the benca between r.itiona .ire rac'ucihl« tr 

their relative horoecneity. which haa been aaaertcd by ! ent and othcra tc be a 
neceaaary condition for the hucceaaful operation of a  bal-ir.cc of power. I'ocoacn- 
eitv could araan rasier diplorrtic exchanre And now«.r ralculrtior.s.  ""n thia, 
aec Culick (1955). Thi: Ir.t«rnrctatlon cf bond.' while rorc conaon nt with 
the theory bein- developed hwre. would violAtc ita -eanlnf for cor.tcrpcrary 
writera. 

so 
As wc shall Inter aec, •>'• cr it reasurcd alor,'- the  power MMt diiaon- 

slon of Attribute space.  It ray b< doubted that the reaourcca for never,  auch 
aa population. Tea. national inco'c, and ron under arris, capture never' üB 

neant by Orgenski and other intematicnal relations theorists, '^anski, hin- 
sclf, however, defines pow».r in terr:s of nrtional ircore (see f^ctnote 66). 
Aa Laaawell and 'arlan say (1950, p. U7). it is p-wr potential, rather thnn 
power pcaiticn diroctly, which is cn-ci.-l in the political prcccn».    Th». plcyon; 
co not always pnv to see the winnipp hrr.c." Pec also Laasvell and Kaolan flo50, 
P. 83). 



Ute hoMKtfaslty !iyi»clh««t« U Chat tb« aorv  tirtlar two MCloa» 

.r« the mrtt  likely llwy «r«. co roopcral« Muf «ntvr Ince bfndlnf arrt**- 

bO 
•»'t*—ih»' w>r« tacvrrstlw clwlr Whavlor.   ttttMtc (19*7) HM «vstcr- 

•tXc4llv luvest UttCa^ ChU hypoCh«.»!« b~ conpulior fuel Ideen dUCMce* 

b«cwc«r. MdoM In tK- wacc o' favr '«itritute »pace jlrnmcions («iril-ir to 

ry cronorlc «.«v«lop^ont. politic»: orientation. C.nhollc culture, .im! ^entity 

dlnenotont)  tae «Mlytln«- the diacaacta. Tb«, -rcunin» of nations on these 

dlstaarus corr snorxed well with our intulcivs rt^ion<»l rrounlr.« of nations'12 

ami aecouatod. to a considerable extent, (or ».routines of nations on trade. 

UK votia«-. -v.'.  orfsnUatienal co-«*«bcr»hlp. 

Puasott also rrounee nations on ••©©♦rapMc dlstsnrc .and found oorv 

rorrosp<MMicnec butwoen seel distsnrc and the ^ehavtor -rourincs. 

'uilei- on Rusaett's worl. and ihst of Jaeob sne teune (19C4) and 

Deutsch at al.  (19S7)  who argue the need for sinilarltv In VAIUCB for 

The nost laport«nt vtAlytieal property for the study of tht ore- 
requisites of unification tews to be the dorree of hetercqoneity o' th«. aenber 
units.  (Cttioni, 196S. p. 19) 

61Thls tioilarity If estatlis^od in nunnel (1969c) and Russett (1967). 

62 
One iapressivc rrouninr corprlsed tho fevict bloc, then within it 

Albania ar.c Chim as a  subrroun.  (Russett, 1967, p. 55) It should be re*ien~ 
borui that this was on attribute distancie alone! 

^uincy '.'riftht savs 0955, p. 5/2) cf Deutsch that he uses the terns 
political integration anc amlf.anation' osvcholoitical identification and 
assitilation  ru:ual responsiveness and sipplc pacification- and nutual intor- 
dcpcndcncfc anü interactlor to describe typical processes which if ir pioper 
relation to one another tray develop a security conrmnity in an area. Those 
appear to bo sinilar, respectively, to th«. processes vhlch I h.-wc described, 
fror the point of vlcv of Increasing clorcness of »rotms. as orranixation, 
standardization, co-operation, and conrunication ... , rnd, fror the point of 
vie« of increasing separation of groups as social and nolitlcal, psychic and 
expectancy, Icral ar.:' intellectual, and technolorical and strategic distances 
...." Urlvht's conctcr.t is pertinent to ry attcnot here to explicitly subsune 
both 'right's theory and sore of Russctfn -n«. Deutsch*s hypothenos within a 
rortnon frane and to tic then together usit««- thj coneept of distance vector. 



tac«er«tlv«i «>vh*vior,  I trill prcpcs«. tlat eoop«r«tlvv (lfit«rr«tiv«) 

Sihavlor of aatioac is 4 function of (1) tin* ■ocio-cultural eirwosiofi«, 

wdlcfc tndexut a aatlco't valuot, (2) ch« boiitical orlonutloe dirvttslro 

•od ecobORlc 0«vi toptii.at älbcnsiefit. mo (3) r«o«r«rhlc dlstonco.   ■ - c 

prooosltluo for Che U.'., It bvcor«« tho follovmr. 

l.crÄDilV>A|y /ropotltioq; Cistoncc vector« b4tw«.R t»-- !?.*. f*d 

on object nation on ccononlc ditvolopBoot, polltl«.."! orlcntocic«, 

noo «oclo-cultur«! dfs«nclon« will contribute potltlvnl* -n 

R«o«r«phlc dlstoDc« vlll contribute nwffitlvcly to tb« coopon- 

tlvc bthovlor of th« I'.S. to the ob<«ct notion. 

The final hvpotheala la th«. -corraphlc onv. It atatca clrrly thft 

the farther away nations aro, th-- lust thay Interact cither coorcratlvcl» 

or confllctfully. TMa hypothvsls nay be norc aallcnt for 7urr.it aoy» than 

rho I'.S. with Its tachnolop.ical Ability to sp.n thv riebe and It« world 

At the Individual level, Wllllass (19^7, p. 40) has minted out that 
there are often real Iru-rproun dlffaruneos In values, beliefs, personal 

habits, and cuatons. Such cultural differences nay and often do l.ad to 
tangible dlsar.reenents on f-atter of conslderabla eSMtlonal iaportanee to 
Indlvlduala ant both par.les nay be convirced of rh« rlphtncss of their oi-n 
nositluna.1' t'lth rapard to attitudes, buehanan anc C^ntrll (I9%J. p. 39, 
Itrllcs onittcd) hevt. noted that certalr "nations are rcrarde'd with norc 
friendliness than others, and that thcae nations have certain conror. cultural 
or historical characteristics.  For a fascinatla«* discussion of how c'lffcr- 
e-nces In culture can affect views of tire and space, see lall  (1959, 1969). 
Relevant to our discussion. Hall (1969, p. 2) states C   t  "experience as it 
Is perceived thrcurh one set of culturslly patterned sensory screens Is nuite 
different fron experience perceived throu •' another. 

65 
Russatt omitted the size- dir.ensicn fro- hin  analysir rrpulr.» that it 

is not a relevant criteria for coope-raticn loadlnp tc 1: tepration (Russctt, 
1967, p. 21).  ! will do likewise. The urc cf  a nur>cr ef dlp..-nslons to define 
hono<»eneity is conson ^nt with Jacol's .-.re Tuune's arpurent (1964. o. 22), that 
hnnooenclty "should probably not b«. Identified by any nlnrlc index. The social 
boundaries of a conaunity should bt „ratT or. the basis of a cofnoslte profUe 
of the various Indicators previously '-eT.tlone^.'  Tlwy nlao -»clnt oet that the 
' fecllnp of social homopencity can b^ r-.casured bv the concept of ' »oci.-l 
distance.  (1964, p. 19) 



^ollcMMS pollc?. ?•«. VOMU lovimt  «IwiUs Us 19*2 h**9  cauMd the 

Mnt ertait w»r* Cbbs loc«c«d in r«»c Afric- or South f^tt Mia* It 1« 

difficult to tccwvt  chat eh« Mm II.I. conflict «ad coofcrstioo would b« 

dirocttd «C « nntlon mfarclOM of faofrM>lc dlatanc«. It la nora likoly 

that raofraphu dUtaaca acta aa a nedorator «arlabU. djn>«nln- coopora- 

tlon at a «r«at dtttaaca o? accantuatln,* thr conflict for clc». natlona. 

Thia !»orapoctiv« la conaiatant with th« followinit propoaltioo. 

«">^Oi• tapM.c /ropoi it ion Tha itaofraphic dlatancc of tha U.S. 

frof th« ohjact nation contrlb^taa narctivoly to the cooperative 

and conflictful actlona of tha U.S. Coirard th»t natlor. 

Sin acf.rarate level hjrpotheaaa about fution behavior have now been 

Interrelated uainr the ccnatructa of attribute and behavior apace, djr-id, 

and diatance vector. Several propoaitlont about the behavior of a partic- 

ular aet of dyada. all thoae Involvinr the U.S. aa actor, have been 

derived fror theae hypochcaea. It i»ay be helpful at chia point to aur- 

nerize the dlacuaaion hy  ajratenatically placin» the propoaitiona in a 

table, with the propoaed relationahinc (Table 1). Aa acen fre*- the Table, 

there la a conaiatancy in the propoaed direction of relationahlns of 

dia'ancaa to either cooperative or conflictful actiona or their conbina- 

tion, IB expected piven the overlapplni nature of the hypotheaea, the ron- 

aiatancy in the scholarly literature, and the corrton frarework (c.r.. 

diatance vectora) vlthin which the hypothese were interpreted. The Irport- 

ant thinr.f however, ie not this conaiatency, but wheth« r the comon thread 

—the theoretical proposition t»"it diatance vectors explain nation behavior 

—and equation (I) <>ivinr specificity to this relationship arc consistent 

vith observation. tor an answer, wc mist leave our armchair and easy talk 
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TA2LE 1 

Propositions About U.S. Acgregatu Dohavlcr 

Attribute r.pacc Uimcnglons 

Propo«ttlon 

Linkage 

Status A 

Status B 

Bs'itavior 

all 

coopurative 

conflictful 

".con. Dcv. Power Bases Pol, 
Dist.    Dist.   Orient. 
  Dist. 

Status C  coop. + conflict 

Distance * coop. - conflict 

Power   coop. - conflict 

I'onc.cnoity   cooperative 

Coocraphic coop, or conflict 

Geographic  corlo- 
DtSta   Cultural 

Dist. 

%he signs on this relationship have all bean reversed from 
Equation (7) to conform with the direction of tin: other 
relatlonahips expressed in the Table. 
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and confront tho apyrczate  phenomenon. For if 'ue shrink from conflict 

with reality why invite it by making assertions" (Popper, 1965a, p. 273). 

Space and prudence Co  not permit a thorough iscussion of the methods 

used in testinp the above nropositions-'since this has been done elsewhere 

(Ruitfiel, 1969b). Suffice it to say that treating behavior and attributes 

within a linear space enables the product nocent coefficient, and the 

rultiple repression, component factor analysis, and canonical analysis 

models to be part of the theoretical structure of field theory. They then 

become the techniques for operatlonallzinp ant testing derivations of the 

theory of propositions imbedded in the theory. 

In a previous study (Rummel, 1969b) the location of thirteen dyads 

involving the U.S. as actor (objects were Brazil, Burma, China, Cuba, Egypt, 

India, Indonesia, Israel, Jordan, Netherlands, Poland, U.S.S.R., and U.K.) 

In 1953 behavior space was related (using canonical analysis) to 1955 dis- 

tances (differences) between the U.S. nnd the thirteen object nations. The 

distances were on economic development (indexed by energy consumption per 

capita), power bases (indexed by national Income ), freedom of group 

opposition, and geographic distance, because of the small number of cases 

(13), not all dimensions of behavior or attribute spaces could be used. 

With regard to the previous discussion of the power hypothesis, 
Orpanski (1960) recommends national income as the best measure of power. 
The reason national income was selected here was primarily because of its 
very hirh correlation with the power bases dimension Cumrnel, 1969c) for 
all nations and secondarily because of Orpanski's suggestion and use of the 
indicator. 

Ouincy bright (1955) recommends energy production times population as an 
indicator of the power of s nation. This indicator, however, is also very 
highly correlated with national incore and with the power bases dimension 
(Runnel, 1969c). Therefore, national income is tapping almost the same 
variances that would be included were I to use Wright's indicator (or, for 
that matter, defense exnenciitures, ren under arms, C!'?, population, or 
energy production). 
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Attrlbute space therefore was defined in terms of the dinensions men- 

tioned: economic development, power bases (size), and political orienta- 

tion. Geographic distance was also included. 

Vhe behavior space dimensions were summed into three statistically 

independent (orthogonal) dimensions op conflict behavior, adiJnistrative 

behavior; and private international relntions.   For this sample on these 

three dimensions, fifty-five percent of the variation in overall U.C. 

actions were accounted for by the distances. Specifically, iiinety percent 

of the variation in U.S. conflict behavior toward the thirteen nations was 

accounted for by power and political orientation distance vectors.  Ihc 

function is 

.87CF i  -.65PB + .57^0, (9) 

where CF denotes conflict behavior, PB denotes power bases distance. PC 

distance on political orientation, and » means approxir.atelv. The co- 

efficients are for standardized data, i.'ith regard to U.S. private 

international relations (tourists, students, exports, immigrants, etc.), 

seventy percent of the variation in this behavior is accounted for by 

economic development 

.99C0 i -.MED, (10) 

There were originally eleven behavior speco fiinenslons for 132 dynds. 
'"By studying the content of the eleven dinensions, three kinds of substan- 
tive classifications ererpe: dinensions manifesting nrlvatc international 
relations, those comprising administrative behavior, and those involving 
conflict behavior."  (Rummel, 1969b, p. 3A)  Private International rela- 
tions consist of salience (c.r.  translations, tourists, treaties), commun- 
ications, exports, students, and nirr.ints dimensions ndninlstntivc behav- 
ior consist of diplomatic and international orrr.r.ization dimensions- conflict 
behavior consist of U.K. votinr. self-determination votinp, rcrativo sanc- 
tions, and deterrence dimensions. Tee Rumncl (1969b, Table I) for th^' 
behavior variables related to these dinensions. 
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whero CO denotes cooperation (since private international relations encom- 

pass a cooperative ranga of actions) and ED denotes economic development. 

Both equations (9) and (10) express empirical relations that overlap 

with the propositions of Table 1. Equation (9) relates to the status V 

proposition, but while power bases is included and in the ripht direction, 

eccnonic development is not.  In its place is political orientation dis- 

tance,  f.quation (10) is similar to the status A. proposition, except that 

while economic development is in the hypothesized direction, the pov,'er 

bases dimension is not included. 

Overall, attribute distances accounted for fifty-five percent of 

the variance in the behavior of the U.S. toward the thirteen object nations, 

This is consistent with the theoretical proposition that behavior is 

linearly dependent on distance vectors. 

The difficulty with generalizing the above results is the small 

sample, howover. Accordingly, data have been collected for the behavior 

of the U.S. toward 81 other nations in 1955 and the results of analyzin?. 

these data will be reported here. 

The choice of dyadic variables on which to collect U.S. behavior 

data was puided by the results of the aiu'lysis of fifty variebles for 182 

dyads (including the above-mentioned dyads with U.S. as actor) for 1955. 

6S 
Variables were inci.uded to index the behavior space dimensions  for the 

182 dyads to be as diverse as possible so as to capture a wide ranee of 

These dimensions are shown in Pummel (1969b, Table 1). The differ- 
ence between this set of dimensions for 1955 and those shown in Rummel (1969c) 
is that the latter are computed across missing data vrhile the former arc com- 
puted on a matrix with missinp data filled in by regression estimates. 
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varlation in U.S. foreign behavior, to exploit the greater avr.ilability of 

data in the U.S. for some variables (such as foreign investments), and to 

take account of the type of analysis to he  done. On the last criterion, 

there was no reason to include, say, export US-^j/total U.S. trade, since 

the denominator will be constant for all U.S. dyads, and accordingly the 

variable will have a perfect correlation with exports US-^j alone. Thus, no 

variable normed by U.S. totals is included in the analysis. The list of 

variables for which data were collected is shown in Table 2. 

Attribute space for 1955 has already been analyzed for all nations 

(Rummel, 1968) and all that is needed here is that distance vectors between 

the U.S. and object nations be computed on the dimensions of this space. 

Table 2 gives the attribute space dimension and the indicator of that dimen- 

sion on which distance vectors between the U.S. and object were computed. 

The results to be presented are divided into three parts. First, the 

patterns among the dyadic behavior of the U.S. will be considered. Second, 

the findings relevant to the fundamental field theory proposition will he 

weighed. And finally, the results bearing on the six propositions discussed 

above will be measured. 

The nineteen actions of the U.S. toward 81 nations in 1955 range fron 

69 
tourists, through exports and treaties, to conflict behavior.   How arc these 

actions patterned? This is an interesting and important question in itself, 

but unfortunately, one on which we cannot dwell with great detail here. 

Nonetheless, in order to make the U.S. behavior suitable for subsequent canon- 

ical analysis, a preliminary factor analysis was necessary to reduce U.S. 

Before analyses of tho data could be done, missing data had to be 
estimated using a regression estimation technique described elsewhere (Wall 
and Rummel, 1969). 
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Variable Variable 
No. Code 

1 BOOKS 

2 TOURIS 

3 TREATY 

4 EXPORTS 

5 STUDNT 

6 EMIGRA 

7 EMBLEG 

8 IGO 

9 D-UN 

10 NEGSAN 

11 MILVIO 

12 NEGCOM 

13 ECOAID 

14 INVEST 

15 MILAID 

16 COMMIT 

17 VISITS 

18 1IILPER 

19 CONFER 

TABLE 2 

U.S. Behavior Space 

Variable 

exports of books and periodicals US-*j 

tourists US-*-J 

treaties US-*j 

exports US->-j 

students US-+J 

emigrants US->j 

embassy or legation US-^j « 1; none ■ 0 

intergovernmental organizations of which US and 
j are comembers 

Hissing 
Data 

0 

17 

0 

0 

24 

11 

0 

0 

agreement US-j on major 1955 dimensions of UN voting 18 

negative sanctions factor scores, US-*-j 

military violence factor scores, US-+J 

negative communication factor scores, US->-j 

economic aid, US->-j 

private investment, US-^j 

military aid, US-^j 

military committment, US->J 

official visits, US-»-j 

military personnel stationed in, US->j 

conferences, US-^j 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

  ..   .-Li 
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dyadic behnvior to thtir independent pcttcrns (or dirensions. as they aro 

more technically known). 

The factor analysis results nrc c-iven in Apposdix II and the values 

of U.S. dyaas (factor scores) on these patterns are listec in Appendix III. 

The nineteen U.S. dyadic actions V7erc found to cluster into six 

distinct and independent patterns. The first psttern  comprises the move- 

ment of American students and emigrants to other nations, treaties with those 

nations., military aid to then and hlßh lev«! conferences irvolvinrr them. At 

first, this appears to be e  cooperation dinension, but if so, how docs one 

explain that these kinds of actions are independent of exports, tourists, 

ccoriomtc aici, etc.? A look at the values of I1.?, dyads on this pattern, as 

given in Appendix III, shows that the obicct nations highest on this pattern 

arc Telfium, France, West Germany, Italy. Netherlands, Switzerland, and the 

United !'ino;don. Lowest are r.urma, Cambodia, El Salvadore. Guatemala, Lros, 

and South Vietnam. Obviously, this pattern is a cluster of U.S. actions 

peculiarly directed to Western Euronean nations and will be nailed "'cstern 

72 
European Cooperation. 

My preference is to do a canonical analysis on the raw data. The 
relationship amonp the two sets of variables is <>ivcn directly, th^n. Tow- 
ever, because the correlation matrix of U.S. behavior was virtually singular 
(determinant = 5.0 x 10'5). the data had to be first reduced to a set of 
independent dimensions. 

The scientist usinp conventional canonical analysis must watch the 
determinants of the correlation matrices beinf! computed in the analysis (and 
unfortunately, few programs evaluate these determinants). For, if the 
determinant is very small, say 1.0 x 10"5, then the matrix is virtually 
singular and the values of the inverse of the matrix will hinro. largely on 
random error. Canonical analysis results will be there in this event, but 
they probably will be distorted and misleading. 

From this point on. I will be interpreting the rotated dimensions in 
the order they are shown in Appendix II. 

72 
That such a pattern should emcrpc should surprise no one. First, it 

is worthwhile to remember as wc sec th^ other patterns how well the analysis 



A scconc cluster of  U.S. actions, independent of and l.T.^er than 

the abovi., also is cooperative in nature. This consists of U.S. exports 

of books, oxnorts in ^.•ncra], U.S. tourists. U.S. private irvcstr.ents and 

U.S. ■nigrantti Only tv;o nations an th« major recipients of this behavior- 

Canada and the L'.K.  ^crhaps r.ost would rcree in callinr* this an Anclo- 

American Cooperation pattern. It is interest in;" to note that the nations 

with the lowest values on this dinension are Venezuela and Mexico. This 

disparity in behavior to Canada and Mexico, especially since both are larTe 

nations contiruous to the U.S., underscores the effects that socio-economic 

and cultural differences can have in foreign behavior. Cut we will examine 

this more nrecisely later. 

The Uostern European and Anflo-American patterns were cooperative. 

The third pattern delineated is of conflict. Specifically,a cluster of 

military violence and ner;ative cornunicationj actions,  and only these 

actions, are involved in this pattern. The U.S.. as a major world power 

with global political interests ?.nd concerns, employs both neKativc communi- 

cations: nilitcry warnings and violence as ways of communicating its national 

interests and expectations—as ways of drawing the lines other nations cross 

at their own risk. Consonant with this point, Appendix III shows that the 

two major objects of this behavior are the U.S.S.R. and China. This pattern 

72 
(continued) 

uncovered sore patterns that are "common knowledpc'; amonp scholars, when my 
subsequent results arc not so obvious or immediately understandable. Second, 
even though the existence of a Western European Cooperation pattern is known. 
the precise behavior defining it and the values of nations on it are not known. 
This additional knowledge—a precise comparative measurement of the pattern— 
is provided bv this analysis at the a^grepate level. 

73 
As can be seen from Appendix I which defines the military violence 

and negative communication variables; these variables themselves measure 
separate clusters of conflict actions found in conflict data for 340 dyads. 
Consequencly, more is involved in the cluster than two variables; rather a 
whole spectrum of military activities and negative communications is defined 

by this pattern. 
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of behavior clearly resembles deterrent behavior and I will call it a 

Deterrence pattern. 

Deterrence is independent of the other cooperative dimensions, meaning 

that sometimes the U.S. directs deterrent behavior at its Western European 

and Anglo-American friends, and sometimes the U.S. is cooperative with the 

major objects of U.S. deterrent behavior. This independence  of conflict 

and cooperative type behavior has been consistently found in a number of 

studies. The foreign conflict behavior of 82 nations in 1955 was found 

Independent of other kinds of foreign behavior (Rummel, 1966). For about 

340 dyads in 1955 conflict behavior was found independent of other kinds 

of dyadic behavior (Rummel, 1969b;, and in 1963 the same independence was 

found for the same number of dyads (Rummel, 1970b).  The evidence for the 

belief that conflict and cooperation arc not antipodes—opposite ends of a 

continuum—but are statistically independent dimensions of international 

relations is mounting. 

The fourth cluster of U.S. dyadic actions is diplomatic, administra- 

tive, and military in nature. These comprise the existence of a U.S. embassy 

or legation in the other nation, common Intergovernmental organization mem- 

berships, U.K. voting agreement, and military defense commitments. Among 

nations high on this pattern are Australia. Belgium, Taiwan, Thailand, Union 

74 
On independence, see footnote 81. 

A theoretical reationnle for this is provided by Deutsch (1966), who 
argues that cooperation and conflict arc both the consequence of high inter- 
action. Whether the relationship goes in ont direction or the other depends 
on the "covariance of rewards or interests." 
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of South Afric., and  most Cuntr;'.! ind South An«.ricnn Counties; iMfOSt :!ri. 

Albatii.n, Bui^arl i, Chinn, East Gcrn.iRy, North KOFLI, Cut^r Mongollti, and I.ortii 

ViatnaB. This is a purely CoJd Met pattern  (renenber, this is 1955 

behavior). 

The fact that Anglp-Arvricr'.n and w'estorn European nations to not 

have hiph scores on this dimension (and the U.S.S.R. a low one) implies 

thnt although there are cold war elements in L'.G. behavior to these 

natiors, tlicrt; are also other inprcdientc as well, is we well know.   TIIL 

finding of a cluster of conflict ictions called Deterrence apart fron Cold U'ar 

behavior is also understandable. The U.S. must eoiutantly communicate Intent 

to friend, foe, and neutrals alike. Military ilerts, warnings, threats, 

and diploOAtic protests are devic s  for signaling Egypt, France, .''eru, 

Panama, and Israel, as well as obvious U.S. cnenies, and they arc 30 uied« 

Thus, the Cold War pattern is 0 delineation of those actions 

and a denoting of those nations with which U.S. behavior uniquely defines 

the Cold War. 

The fiftli pattern of U.S. behavior consists mainly of negative 

sanctions and, to n lesser extent, the stationing of U.S. military 

personnel in the country. In 1955, the U.S. directed some negative actions 

toward West Germany and Japan (as well as Burma, China, r.nd Chechoslovakia). 

West Germany had, then, the largest contingent of American military personnel 

abroad, and Japan ran a close thir.^ to South Korea in U.S. troops stationed 

7 fi 
This pattern conforms with the findings of Teune and Synnestredt 

(1965). Using bivarlnte statistics on 119 nations and alignment data on 70 
variables for 1953 and 1963, they found that the best objective measures of 
US-USSR alignment (as judged by comprrison with expert ratings) arc military 
commitments, U.N. votes, diplomatic recognition, and official visits. These 
four variables (official visits has a loading of -AS  in the Ccld War patten.), 
in addition to international organizations, define our Cold War pattern for the 
U.S. 

77 
One of the best social science studies of these ingredients is that 

for the US-UK dyad by Russett (1963). 
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in the country. Thus, the relationship between nepative sanctions and U.S. 

military personnel follows.  This mttern will hr  called Vepctive Sanctions. 

finally, the sixth cluster of actions alroft wholly involves 

i-cononic aid. To a nuch lessar extent, nilitary aid is also a part o^ the 

pett^rn. Aid is therefore a specific kind of U.o. behavior, apn?rently 

independent of uniquely Cold "ar actions (vTlich would be true- i' ai ' i'S 

78 
f»iven for ? conbinatlon of reasons, includinp political and altruistic) 

£>s veil as other kinds of cooperative activity.  This will be called an 

Aid pattern. 

These sir patterns of U.S. dyadic behavior—•♦estern European, Anf»lo- 

Airerican. Deterrence, Cold ''or, rerative Sanctions, and Aid—should. If 

field theory is correct, be dependent on the attribute diataacM of other 

80 
nations from the  U.S.   As Hated in Table 3, balm» thirteen Indicators 

78 
Independence means that there is no statlstlstical relationship. 

tT.'.th regard to aid, this would obtsin if ?ld were plvcn sonetinGD for col' 
war reasons, sonetlmes for altruistic purposes. A positive relationship 
with the I'estarn European pattern (as happens with "».llitarv aid) and a 
n«g«tlvo relationship v;ith the cold war pattern would occur for economic 
aid if it ware given for wholly political reasons: a positive relationship 
woulc" , robably occur with cold war behavior if It were never piven for 
Dolitir.al reasons but altruistically. Consider the countries in need: China, 
Albarr-t, Bulraria, Outer Honpolia, amor.'- others, certainly would be recipients 
on humanitarian grounds alone. 

Aid was also independent of ether forelpn behavior for 12  nations in 
the analysis mentioned in footnote 1, and in a just conpletea analysis of 
the behavior of 182 dyads With 1963 dn.tr.  (Rutrancl, 1970b). 

80 
These six patterns that have been formed in U.S. actions could be con- 

sidered as operationalizinr ;1osenaurs irsue area concept. For ^osenau, an 
issue area comprises a distinct :interaction pattern" and ncbilizes different 
interests (1966,, p. 71) within a naticn.  Each of the ci:: patterns, whether 
Aid, Deterrence, or Anflo-Ar.-erican, doe? involve different interest groups 
within the U.S. and, as I have shown, does involve distinct U.S. behavior. If 

this point is rranted, then in effect this whole paper could be co^ridered a 
definition of U.S. issue areas and a linking of these to the variables defin- 
ing the external bchnvlor,? of the U.S. within Resannu's framework. 

The possibility that Rosenau's "nre-theory" could be ri"orously devclopec' 
within a field theory context, such as that belrip dcvcloned hero, has been 
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TABLE 3 

Dimcnslcn Indic.-.tor 

1. Economic Dcveloptnont 

2. Power liasüs 

3. Political Orientation 

4. For^ipn Conflict !5chnvior 

5. Dtnsity 

6. Catholic Culture 

7. Domestic Conflict 

8. Oriental Culture 

9. (unnamed) 

10. Traders 

11. Equality 

12. Diversity 

13. Sufficiency 

energy consumption per capita 

national income 

ml 

freedom of group opposition" 

number of threats 

population/national land are?. 

Ronan Catholics/population 

number domestic killed 

number of religious groups 

foreign college students/college students 

cxports/GNP 

government education expenditure/ 
povernment expenditures 

number of language groups 

proteins/calorics 

a/ — Measured as: 0 » political opposition not permitted; 
1 » restricted opposition permitted,  but cannot compaign 

for control of govornwent; 
2 ■ unrestricted. 

       _.  im 
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o£ Che dinensions of attribute space can be used to uoternirt these distance 

vectors. 

Appendix IV contains the canonical analysis of.  U.S. dyadic behavior 

and attribute distances. The results shov; how well the variation of U.S. 

dyadic bchavlcr on the six Independent patterns can be explained by the 

attribute distances vectors plus pcographic distance. At the moment, our 

Interest is in the overall relationshin between U.S. behavior anc U.S. 

attribute distances, for this would be hl^h if results accord with the field 

theory axiom thpt distance vectors are forces deteminlnf» behavior. 

Specifically, we are concerned with how dependent bchavlcr space Is on 

attribute space. When we ask about the relationship betvreen spaces, we arc 

beintr severe in our test (as we should be), for we are askint» how dependent 

all the infinite linear combinations of the six behavior patterns arc on all 

(continued) 
pointed out by others. At a 1966 conference on the Interdependenclcs of 
National and International Political Systems reported in Rosenau (1967), one 
speaker (only identified as First Speaker) said that' "''hen I think of a 
field that ri^ht present some analogies, some models for emulation, for 
studylnp national-international linkages, the field that cones most prorln- 
ently to mind is psychology, particularly certain schools of psycholofv. 
Amonp the schools of psychology, the one that seers to provide the most 
fruitful grounds for emulation is, of course, field theory.  It is a 
natural area of psychology in which to look for analogies because it is 
specifically concerned with the linkages between the personality and its 
various environments or fields. Field theory is not concerned with personelity 
per ae~tho needs, drives, and reflexes of human bclnps. It Is not concerned 
with particular e:;ternal objects or stimuli acting upon the personality. It 
is concerned with the characteristics of social fields in which and on which 
individuals operate" (Roscnau, 19C7, p. 31). The same speaker also pointed 
out later: "Another tynological problem that has cropped up apain and again 
in our discussions was also confronted by the field theories in psycholopy. 
It is the problem of how one constructs a differential spatial geometry for 
the various fields in which the unit ccts  and which act upon the unit. The 
(Roser.au) linkapc paper we have discussed tackles the problem as one always 
does at the outset, in an offhand way.  It breaks down the international 
environment of a national system by distincuishlnp amonp their contiguous 
environment, the regional environment, the cold-war environment, and so on. 
Some of the field theorists in psycholopy have tackled the problem in an 
extremely rigorous way" (Rosenau, 1967, p. 32). 
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the infinite liniiar conbinations of attributj distances.u  The result is 

thflt the (trace) correlation between the two spaces is .66, which means 

that alnost fifty ptrceut of the variation of l.;.S. cyads in behavior space 

can be explained by distance vectors. 

This result is v;ell within tlu- ball park. Considering that social 

scientists noint with price to correlations of .A and .5, and that the 

behavior being explained ranros fron private international relations to 

public, and fron cooperative to conflictful. And considerinf that such 

behavior to all nations ic beinp explained, whether Yemen, Cuba, Haiti, 

U.K., France, or China ami the U.f.S.R., then to account for almost fifty 

percent of tl.e behavior on the sir U.S. dyadic patterns or their linear 

combinationa is positive evidence for the theory. 

Our final concern is with the six propositions— the linkage, status, 

distance, pover, homogeneity, and geographic propositions—tied together 

within field theory by the distance vector construct. How do the canonical 

results in Anpendlx IV bear on these propositions? 

Our first relevant finding is that U.S. Western European behavior and 

Deterrence are explained bv power parity, to the amount of eighty-eight per- 

cent of the variance (.9A correlation). The equation for this it 

81 
This mathematical concept of "all possible linear combinations'' may 

need clarification. Consider three variables, such as X., X2, and X3. A 
linear combination would be X. + 3J' . Another would he Xj + X, + ^   A 
third would be 5Äj - 1^X3.  In general, any combination Y where Y ■ aXj* 
bX2 + CX3 and a, b, c are any real numbers, is a linear combination.  In effect, 
Y is a scale .Jerivec from the three variables and an infinitude of such scales 
can be formed linearly from any set of variables. All these scales, including 
each variable iteslf, constitute a spsce in mathematical terms. Now, to con- 

sider the behavior space of the U.S. is to consider the infinitude of behavior 
scales that could be linearly formed from the six patterns. 
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.81 (WE) + .66(DE) * -.81(PO), 

where WE means Western European behavior, UE stands for the deterrence 

pattern, and PO is the power distance vector as before. 

This is strong confirmation for status proposition C, which was 

derived from the theories that equal status lends to high cooperation and 

status disequilibrium causes conflict. This finding confirms both status 

notions and suggests how povrer alone can explain U.S. behavior; economic 

83 
development as a status crr.ccls out through having opposite effects. 

The above equation provides a set of cstin.-tcs of behavior, the com- 

bination of WE and DE, from power distance (difference). Figure 4 plots 

the estimates of this behavior combination fror, power parity. The dyads 

fairly well align themselves along the perfect prediction line, as to be 

expected from a correlation of .94. As shown, U.S. actions to France on 

this Joint behavior (Western European plus deterrence) could be almost 

perfectly predicted from power distance, while U.S. to India is poorly 

predicted, U.S. behavior to India is relatively undercooporntivc or deter- 

rent, given Indian power relative to the U.S. This may be explained by a 

Western-oriented p;rcepclon of the U.S. which tends to underate non- 

European nations. Consider that those to whom the U.S. undcrbehaves in the 

Figure are Egypt, Japan, India and China, (excluding the U.K., which is a 

special case and which the U.S. much tal.es for granted), while those to whor. 

82 
The scores for WE, DE, and PO are assumed standardized and this 

assumption will hold for all subsequent relationships to be discussed. 

83 JSlnce many papers of this type are written after the results are in, 
I should remark that this one was written (up to the discussions of the 
results) before completion of the computer analyses. Thus, in the true 
sense of the word, these results confirm an a priori  hypothesis. 
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the U.S. ovcrhehaves r.re  U.S.S.P.., I'est Germany» Canada, Italy and Israel 

(perceived In many ways ai really a European style nation). This ll^tMCt 

that a future test include an attribute that nuasures the Europeanesa of u 

nation. Distance from the U.S. on this attribute should then account for 

those deviations fron prediction of power distance. 

The second relevant fIndinu lit that sixty elftht percent i ! the vnrin- 

tlon in U.S. dyadic behavior on thu Cold l'ar pattern is explained by distance 

(difference) in political orientation and Catholic culture. ?he equation is 

.79(CW) i .SfCS) + .4ö(CC) 

obere Of is the cold war pattern, 0S is political elatancc, am' re in  Catholic 

M 
culture.   The equation says that Colu l.'ar behavior increases, the norc pel it- 

ically distant the object nation is nnri tlie less Is the Catholic culture. ' 

The plot of the behavior predictions fron these two attribute distanrc vectors 

Is shown in FiRure 5. Given their distances fron the U.S., ve overict towurd 

Venezuela, Ireland, Outer Mongolia, China, and the U.S.S.R. on the Cola War 

pattern and underact toward the U.K. 

The findlPi' expressed by the equettan indicate« that "over ktMf is 

irrelevant for explaining U.S. cold war behavior (when such behavior is unJtr- 

stood to consist of those behaviors for.rv' to cluster together into the pattern 

I am calllnf* Cold War). Father, such behnvlcr is mainly a function of 

A J 

The coefficients for the second canonical vartntes hevc all been re- 
versed In sirn for simplicity. 

85 
The U.?. is near the mean in Cr.tholic culture. Thus, when MfftrtDCM 

are taken, some U.S. dyads will bo hirh ponitive, MM hiph ncf.itiw. Those at 
the hiph positive end will be those tlist arc lo».-.st on Catholic Culture those 
that arc high negative will be hirhest on Catholic culture. Thus, the positive 
coefficient on CC is to be reail as indicating that Cold War behnvior increases 
the more non-Catholic the object. If CC were a distance nacnitucle then the co- 
efficient would simply nean that the core unlike the U.S. In CC, the more Cold 
War behavior. 
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polltical ond rellglouti distance—chat lo, Ideology. The previous finaint; 

in conjunction with this one noans that ther« are two overlappinr spheres 

of U.S. action, rations in one .sphere- consist of these which have relative 

power parity with the U.S. and toward which the U.S. directs Hcstcrn European 

behavior or deterrence. In the other sphere arc those which are far fron the 

U.S. in political system and non-Catholic to theu wc direct Cold Nil behavior. 

The U.S.S.R. am. China arc in both sphcrur, which means that both power parity 

and ideological distance are forces ii.flutnclnr, U.S. behavior tovard these two 

nations. 

The Cold War pattern is alnost a cooperative-conflict continuusi, except 

at the Cold War end there is not conflict behavior necessarily,  but rather 

a lack of behavior. Kations hirh on this pattern are bciir systematically 

ignored—a conflict situation exists between then and the U.S. At  the other 

end of the continuum are a number of cooperative actions . such as D«K< voting 

agreement and military commitments. If this end of the Co'd War continuum, or 

pattern, is taken as a type of coopcra'ton, then how deep the above findinp 

relate to the six propositions of  concern to us' Thr: flnc'lr.p that about two ■ 

thirds of the variation in Cold War behavior can be accounted for by p« Iticnl 

and Catholic Culture distances partially confirms the homogeneity propcFlrirn. 

This proposition asserted that the more similar In economic development. 

political system, socio-cultural dlstence, end closer Reorraphicellv, the riorc 

cooperative (or inteftrative) the two nations. We find that only political and 

' This may seen trite, soricthinp that  is obvious fron any oilucatcd rcadiup, 
of the j^cw vork Tines. However, Khd rtneer rust bear In Bind that these are 
results of the analysis of U.S. behavior data and distenccs, nnd that anyone 
doinn the analysis without ovut hnvinr read ■ nevnpapcr or .•» hook on Interna- 
tional relations would cone to this ''educated'' conclusion. Ht would undoubtedly 
name the patterns differently and talk nori in terms of coefficients and cor- 
relations. But, ho would find the sane r^latlonshln and mtka the same prpc'ic- 
tlons. 

87 
Uote that conflict behavior Is uncorrclated with this dinenslon. 
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boclo-cultural dlstmiccji are Sfilient, bnc that economic and geographic dis- 

tances are not. We will return to this point after sor.e other results are 

considered. 

The third relevant finding is that fifty-three percent of the Varia- 

tion in the volume of Küstern European behavior over deterrent behavior 1.3 

explained by ^eop.raphlc ilistancc and difference in density. That is, the ''.?. 

is more iucliiKd todv-omp', islu Tustcni Luropcan behavior and de-emphnsxze deter- 

rence if the othi>r nation is far and «.'cntsely populated; if close geographic- 

ally and sprrsoly populated, then deterrence is emphasised over Western 

Kuropean behavior. b The equation is 

.SALT - .52DE * -.CODS + .flCD, 

89 
where DS is density  and C)  geographic distance. The subtraction of 

deterrence fron Western European behavior produces a scale, with U.S. object 

nations reccivik.^ high European behavior from the U.S. and no deterrence at 

one end and nations receiving high deterrent behavior and no Western Eurcpean 

behavior at the other. Considering that the density dimension of attribute 

space has  not been fojnH to irvolve much more than the nunber of 

people Pcr  "qu.tre nlle and railroad and read lengths (Russctt, 1967; P.urwiel, 

forthcoming) why density should bo relevant to this behavior is not clear. 

The fourth finding is that about one-third of the variation in U.S. 

Anglo-Anerican behavior can be accounted for by sinilarity in economic 

development, dissimilarity in foreign conflict behavior, the Catholic nature 

90 
of the object, and peograpMc clos-n^ss. The  equation is 

This is not a clean relationship between the variables mentioned, for 
from the canonical coefficients for the third variate we can see that Anglo- 
American, Cold War behavior, and ?iConomlc Aid enter In to a smaller decree, 81 
do some of the attribute distances. 

•The high values on DS are nations of low density. 
^0A11 signs un the cocflicicnts for the fourth canonical variates have 

been reversed. 
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.ß2AA * -.75ED + .80FC + .64CC - .A6GD, 

where EP lo econonlc development, FC Is foreign conflict, and AA is Angio- 

Anerlcan behavior. 

The final relationship found in the canonical analysis in  that tlMtt 

one-third of the variation in aid i?iven by the U.S. can be explained by plnil- 

02 
arity in political syster. and the depree of oriental culture.   TM 

equation is 

.7c(Ain) - -.53(PS) - .u(o:), 

where OC means oriental culture. If a country has religious uivursity and 

many nationalities, a relatively hi^h proportion of Buddhirt and orientals, 

9U 
and has had former menbership in the Hritish Cormonwealth,  then thoy an: 

most likely to receive L.S. aid. 

Five separate fii.Jinr's have bMfl prcsontod. iicfcro these *rc  pulii-d 

top.ethr'r with regard to the si;; propositions, the overall fin<'ln'!S shculo 

be considered for the moment wholly ir. tcrrs of the- importance of ccononic 

development, power baser, am! political orientation. 

According to Str^usz-ilupd and Possony (1950. o. 23^). "Anglo-Amoiiccn 
friendship or cooperation is partly based on lanf.uane, partly on iecntlty of 
interests as determined by the .^eorraphiral constellation. Yet these bonds 
are immeasurably strengthened by the associative clenents of cultural md 
political structure and by th? pull of conmon political ideals—pcrticuKirl" 
if and when these ideals ncoc the opposition of other pov/crs.'  The above. 
results suggest that we subtract out the "political structure" and insert 
"economic development distance" as one of the ba.ee? of Ar.clo- focriccn  friend- 
ship. 

Oriental Culture is indexet' by the number of roligious groupt« 

'■'All sirns are reversed tor the coefficients of the fifth canonical 
variates. 

These attributes were these found to be pert of the Oj-ientc-l Culture 
dimension (Runnel, fortbeomin«). 
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95 
From the results In Appendix IV  It can be seen that economic 

development, power bases, and political orientation (as Indexed by energy 

consumption per capita, national income, and freedom of group opposition) 

have good ability to explain behavior. Economic development distance alone 

96 
explains 7.5 percent of the variation  in U.S. dyads in behavior •pace; the 

percentages for power bases and political orientation distances are 13.9 

and 5.8 respectively. The average variance accounted for by all the remain- 

ing distances is 3.7. These three distances together have a higher ability 

to explain behavior than any three other distances among those involved in 

the analysis. The probability of this occurring by chance if each of tho 

fourteen dimensions has equr.l possibility to affect behavior is .0031, or 

97 
odds of about 322 to 1.   This is strong evidence for the linkage proposi- 

tion based on Roscnau's "pre-theory." 

All the above results can now be organized into a table comparing 

them «ftth the propositions, as shown in Table A. First, the table shows th if 

the field theory proposition is substantiated,as previously discusscJ. Second, 

the linkage proposition of Roscnau is shown to have much empirical value when 

Interpreted in terns of distance. 

Third, the status A and II propositions are not sunportcd. For status 

A proposition, the actual results for economic development distance arc in 

95The results of interest are in the communality column of the struc- 
ture matrix. 

^Thls variance and the followlnp ones are the same as the trace cor- 
relation squared, but in this case it gives the variance in behavior sor.cc 
explained by tho single distance. The variance is derived by summing the 
squared correlations (not shown in the Appendix) of the distance with the 
six patterns ami dividing by six. This interpretation is posslble because 
the pftterns are orthogonal (sliphtly correlated basic indicators were used 
to generate the distance vectors), these variance figures would all sum to 
the squared trace. 

97 
This is taking into account that three distances outside of economic 

development and size have a better ability to account for U.S. behavior than 
political orientation, and that one distance (Catholic Culture) accounts for 



TABLE 4 

Actual and Predicted U.S. Behavior 

Attribute Space Dimensions 
Variance Econ. Power Pol.   „_   Soclo- 
Kxplalned Dev. Bases Orient, r,?0?' Cultural 

Propositions   U.S. Dyadic Behavior-^    '/    Dlst. Dlst. Dist.  Uls ' Dlst.e/ 

Field Theory 

Linkage 

Status A 
Slmilarltv 

Status B 

Status C 

Distance 
Power 

Predicted 
Actual 

Predicted 
Actual 

Predicted 
Predicted 
Actual 

Actual 

Predicted 
Actual 

1100. 
Behavior Space   ^ 

Behavior Patterns 

Cooperation 
Cooperation 

Anglo-American 
Cooperation 

Aid 

iIOO.0 
0 

27.2- .c/ 

33.8 
31.t 

Conflict 
Cold War 

Predicted 

Actual 

Predicted 

Predicted 

Cooperation 
+ Conflict 

W. European + 
Deterrence 

Actual 

Cooperation 
- Conflict 

Cooperation 
- Conflict 

W. European - 
Deterrence 

Geographic 

Predicted 

Actual 

Cooperation or 
Conflict 

Behavior 
Patterns 

tM 7.5ii' 13.^'5.IF 

67.7 

88.0 

52.9 

b/t at/ 

*.o-b/ 
6.0- 

b/ 

 1 

■^Actual results are derived from the canonical analysis in Appendix IV. 

— This percentage Is the amount of variance 1B behavior space oxplalncd by the 
distance. See footnote 96 for ditCttftlon. 

•S/This is the total variance in behavior Bp«c« explained by the three distances. 
See footnote 96 in text for discussion. 

— This is the total variance in behavior Mtterni explained by );eop,raphic distance. 
See footnote 96 in text for duscussion. 
e/ 
— Since we are dealing with distance vectors, the direction of the socio-cultural 
distances were not predicted. All that was predicted was a relationship tc bt-havlor 
for at least one of these vectors, which is indicated by an asterisk,  The findine 
of such a relationship is also shown by an asterisk. 
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che wrong direction and power bases docs not contribute much explanation 

to behavior. For Hi« status B proposition (the disequilibrium one), the 

9Q 
relationship is between dimensions other than those predicted.   These 

findings for status A and B propositions do not necessarily falsify status 

theory, however, since it was shown (Equation 4) that status A and B pro- 

positions in conjunction cause economic development distance to drop out 

(the U.S. is cross-pressured on this dimension) and leaves power, the 

status C proposition. This proposition, as mentioned and shown in Table 4, 

is strongly verified. 

The evidence for the similarity proposition comes out slightly mixed, 

but on balance very favorubly.Two kinds of cooperative type behavior are 

found related alone to the distances. One is Anglo-American Cooperation, 

which is most dependent on economic similarity, geographic closeness, anc 

similarity in Catholic culture. The second behavior is Aid, which is most 

dependent on similarity in political system and dissimilarity in oriental 

culture. Were we to define cooocratlon in terms of a sum of Aid and Anglo- 

American Cooperation, then the proper distances would be in the predicted 

direction, with the exception of Oriental Culture. This also holds true if 

we consider cooperation the opposite of Cold War (classified in the Table 

for the status C proposition). Then, we would find that the anti Cold War 

behavior of the U.S. is predicted by political similarity and Catholic culture. 

97(continued) . 
more variance than economic development. This means that there arc six permu- 
tations of the fourteen distances, taken thrae  at a time, that would have an 
average ability to account for U.S. bch; ior at a level greater than the three 
distances. When these three distances are counted in as a permutation, then 
the formula for the probability is 7/14x13x12. 

98Note that the status 15 proposition is the only one defining conflict 
behavior alone. Our results on this tend to be in line with Russett (1967, p. 
199), who after relating U.N. voting patterns, proximity, economic interdepen- 
dence, common institutional membership, and socio-cultural similarity to occur- 
rence of war between nations, concluded that "we can rule out the possibility 
that similarity, by itself, is a cause of war." 
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The distance (from Wright) and power propositions do rot seem 

applicable. The only part which holds 'ip is that geographic and soclo- 

cultural distances help to explain cooperation minus conflict, when such 

99 
comprises Western European cooperation  minus deterrence. 

Finally, the geographic proposition does have some validity. Of 

the fourteen distances, nine have less effect on behavior than geography 

and geographic distance explains more variance in U.S. dyadic behavior 

than political distance. Consequently, although the total contribution 

of geography in accounting for U.S. behavior Is small (five percent), 

relatively geography plays a role In U.S. behavior. 

In summary, field theory has been found to explain a considerable 

101 
portion of U.S. dyadic behavior.   When status theory is subsumed by 

field theory and status differences are interpreted as vector distances, 

99 
For Wright's proposition, even the wrong kind of cooperation is 

involved here. Given his emphasis on technological distance beinp defined 
by communication and transactions as measured by trade, the Anglo-American 
pattern is more appropriate since exports load most highly on It. 

100Thl8 is in contrast to Hussett's finding that the ability of 
proprlnqulty to predict the clusterings of nations on UN voting, trade, 
socio-economic characteristics, and international organizations co-membership 
"is rather illusory." (Russett, 1967, p. 213) 

101For contrast, the canonical analysis was rerun using distance 
magnitudes instead of vectors. This would be more consonant with the con- 

cept of distance employed by Wright and Russett. The trace correlation for 
magnltues is .63, as contrasted with .68 for vectors, the first two canon- 
ical correlations for magnitudes are .94 and .80, as contrasted with .94 
and .80, which are exactly the same as the correlations for vectors. More- 
over, the results relating Western European Cooperation plus Deterrence to 
power parity and Cold War behavior to political distance arc the same ir both 
bases. Thus, the choice between vectors and magnitudes must be made on the 
grounds othor than the ability to explain variance.  In this case, the elegance, 
ease of mathematical deduction, and pictorial qualities of vectors clearly 
places the weight on their side. 
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relative status on dimensions of economic development and power explain most 

of the Western European plus deterrent behavior of the U.S. Status and 

homogeneity appear at the aggregate level as more important concepts in 

explaining U.S. behavior than power or Wright's distance concepts. 

U.S. dyadic behavior is patterned at the aggregate level, and a good 

proportion of this behavior is the consequence of attribute distances from 

other nations, particularly on economic development, power bases, and 

political orientation, and geographical distance. The direction of the 

effect of power distance on U.S. behavior is better explained by status 

considerations, than by traditional emphasis on power alone. 

Were we to consider the hypothese (1) U.S. conflict behavior is a 

result of power parity, (2) Cold War behavior or deterrent behavior it a 

consequence of the closeness in power of the obiect, (3) U.S. conflict is 

dependent on power, or similar hypotheses,then they also find little con- 

102 
flrtnation in the results. 

It is interesting to speculate why this should be so. The results 

suggest a misemphasis on power at the aggregate level, perhaps due to the 

individual level traditions of theory and research in International relations. 

At the individual level, the effect of power on international behavior is 

clear. International relations appear to be shaped by power, as does the 

political world to the young radical who, disequillbrated on dimensions of 

wealth, power, and prestige, is tryingtto fight the establishment. The 

relevance of status dimensions cannot be seen at the individual level, for 

they are comparative and aggregative concepts. Status is a construct; power 

102 
*"*See also Sullivan (1970) who In a dyadic study cf conflict found 

power parity to have no appreciable correlation with conflict. Only when 
conflict is considered relative to cooperation does power come in, and then 
as predicted by status theory. 
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103 
Is an abstraction derived from observation of relative Influence. 

Similarly In International relations, power Is obvious and status is 

something that has to be pointed out. The findings here and In the works 

of Galtung, Araujo, and Schwortzn,:n( 1966), Gledltsch (1969), Schwartzmn' (1966), 

and Helntz (1969) suggest that In dealing with power In International relations 

we might put on a different thinking cap. 

lO^To borrow a distinction from Etzloni, I am thinking of status as 
an analytical property of nations. "Analytical properties are not properties 
of any single unit but are derived from a study of the distribution of unit- 
attributes. Unlike unit-properties or relational properties /like power/, 
analytical properties cannot be observed. They arc 'second order' abstrac- 
tions." (Etzloni, 1965, p. 19) 
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APPEIIDIX I: DATA SOURCES AND DEFINITIONS 

The following sources and definitions are for the variables listed 

in Table 2 of the text. 

1. Exports of books and periodicals US-»j; Commodity Trade 

Statistics. U.N. Statistical Papers, Series D, Vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 573-576. 

2. Tourists. ÜS-M; Statistical Yearbook. 1957 and 1963, United 

Nations; International Travel Statistics. 1955 arul 1963; Worldmark 

Encyclopedea of Nations. 

3. Treaties, US-»-j; Includes all bilateral and multilateral 

treaties and agreements signed during 1954-1956 and filed with the Secretary- 

General of the United Nations during the years 1955-1961. Accessions, 

supplementary agreements, and exchanges of notes were counted along with 

formal treaties and agreements. Source: Statements of Treaties and 

Internation?! Agrowients. UN, monthly publications, January, 1954 to 

January, 1961. 

*• Exporrs, üS-*j; Includes re-exports. Source: Statesman's 

Yearbook 1958. pp. 620-622. 

5. Students. U3->-j; U.S. college students studying abroad during 

1955-56 and includes students from U.S. territories. Source: Study Abroad, 

UNESCO, 1956-58, pp. 64-65. 

6. Emigrants. US-»j: Demographic Yearbook 1957, United Nations, 

pp. 618-28, 029-39. 

7. Frabassy or legation. US-»j; Statesman's Yearbook 1955, pp. 625- 

627. Data as of March 1, 1954. 
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8. Intergovernmental Organizations of which U.S. and j are 

comembcrs:   Yearbook of International Organizations 1934-55, pp. 27-227. 

9. Agreement US-j on Major 1955 Dimensions of U.N. Voting;    The 

agreement (or similarity) measure of UN voting between the U.S. and nation j 

is the reciprocal Euclidean distance1* between the two nations on the seven 

major independent dimansions of U.N. voting (roll calls in the Plenary 

Sessions and Committees).    Each dimension was given equal weight in 

determining the distance.    In effect, the agreement measure   indexes 

how close the US and object are on the issues to come before the U.N. 

For a more thorough description of the data, see Rummel, K. J.    Dimensions 

of Nations, forthcoming. 

10. Negative Sanctions Factor Scores, US-»-J;    See variable 12. 

11. Military Violence Factor Scores, US->-j;    See variable 12. 

12. Negative Communication Factor Scores, US-»J;    Variables 10-12 

are (orthogonally rotated) factor scores resulting from a previous component 

factor analysis (Rummel, 1967) of all nation dyads (340) manifesting foreign 

conflict behavior on any one of sixteen variables:    violent acts, planned 

violent acts, incidences of violence, discrete military acts or clashes, 

days of violence,, negative acts, diplomatic rebuffs, negative communications, 

written or oral negative communications, unclassified negative communications, 

accusations, representations or protests, warnings, and anti-foreign demon- 

strations. 

For the negative sanctions factor, the major loadings involved 

diplomatic rebuff (.71) and incidence of violence (-.60).    In 1955, the 

U.S.  rebuffed diplomatically (once each) Burma,  China, Czechoslovakia,  and Japan. 

There was incidents of violence for the U.S.   Involving N. Korea and the U.S.g.Ri 

in 1955.  

♦Actually, the similarity equals 1 - (d. ./max d for all dyads in the U.N.), 
where d^ . is the Euclidean distance between nations on the 7 major dimen- 
sions of Ü.N. voting and max d is the largest distance for all the dyads. 
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For the military violence factor, the major loadings are number of 

violent acts (.97), planned violent acts (.97), discrete military actions 

(.97), days of violence (.97), and written or oral negative communications 

(.65). In 1955, the U.S. had violent military actions with China, U.S.S.R., 

and N. Korea; planned violent acts and discrete military actions with the 

same nations; and in total two days of violence with China and the U.S.S.R. 

and one day with N. Korea. The U.S. expressed written or oral negative 

communications to China, Egypt, France, Peru, and Rumania once, S. Korea 

twice, and the U.S.S.R. six times. 

For the negative communications factor, the major loadings involved 

number of negative communications (.95), accusations (.94), written negative 

communications (.92), oral negative communications (.89), negative acts 

(.77), warnings (.69), representations (.63). 

13. Economic Aid, US-M; Data are for loans and grants, and aid 

from includes AID predecessors. Social Progress Trust Fund, Food for Peace, 

and Import-Export Bank. The data for 1955 are the annual average, 1953-57. 

Source: U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants and Assistance from International 

Organizations. 1946-1966, Special Report for the House Foreign Affairs 

Committee, March 17, 1967. 

14. Private Investment. US->-.1; Total direct investment (in material 

productive or distributive items) as of 1953. Sources: Economic Almanac 

I960, Newsweek Edition, p. 470; U.S. Production Abroad and the Balance of 

Payments, Polk, Meister, and Veit, 1966; U.S. Private and Government 

Investments Abroad, R. F. Mlkesell; Survey of Current Business (various 

issues); Worldmark Encyclopedea of Nations 

15. Military Aid, US-»j; Data are for loans and grants and Includes 

Military Assistance Program grants and credits and addition from excess 

stocks. The data for 1955 are the annual average, 1953-57. Same source 

as variable 13. 
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16. Military Conmittnent. US-»j; 1 - at least one such conmlttment 

exists In 1955; 0 ■ no such committment. A military committment Is defined 

as the existence of a bilateral or multilateral collective defense treaty 

between the U.S. and j. Source: Collective Defense Treaties . . .. 91st 

Coi^t.ss, First Session, April 21, 1969, pp. 1-14. 

17. Official Visits. US-»1; Comprises state, official, or personal 

visits by the President, Vlce-Preslder,t, or Cabinet member to J and not 

involving participation in an international conference In j by three or more 

nations. Source: New York Times Index. Information Please Almanac. 

18. Military Personnel Stationed in, US-»j; Military personnel 

comprise Army officers and enlisted men serving in J. Source: Strength 

of the Army. Unclassified CSGPA-332 Department of the Army, June 30, 1955. 

19. Conferences. US-j: Number of international conferences U.S. 

and J copartlclpated In during 1955. Such conferences Include the U.N. 

General Assembly and all Security Council meetings. To be a conference, 

it must be attended by at least three nations. Source: U.S. Department 

of State Bulletin. 1955. 
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APPENDIX II: FACTOR ANALYSIS 

The following three tables give the results of a component factor 

analysis of nineteen foreign relations variables for the U.S. Data arc 

for 81 objects of U.S. behavior for 1955. The sample comprises all nations 

that have been independent for at least two years and have a population 

greater than 750,000. 

Correlations for the component analysis were product moment. Data 

were not transformed and missing data were estimated using a regression 

estimation technique (Wall and Rummel, 1969). The component analysis was 

done using the principal axis technique. All factors with eigenvalues 

greater than .90 were rotated. The number of factors criteria was lowered 

slightly below 1.00 to include a specific factor for economic aid and 

rotation was to the varimax criterion. 

Rotated loadings >_ |.50| are underlined. 
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APPENDIX III: U.S. BEHAVIOR PACTOR SCORES 

Tho factor »corot proMnud hero «or« coaputcd u«lng cbu foraula 

S • tP(P,P)*^ 

«bar« t la the aatrlx of factor acorwa, Z ch« atondardltod data ■atria, 

and P tha rotatad factor aatrlx glvsn ta Appondl« II. Scorua ar« atandardltod. 

Tha tbraa luttar codaa uaod lo tha factor acora Hating trill b». 

2ivan flrat, to ba follonwd by tha acoroa thaaaolvaa. 



Nacloos, Codes, and I.D.9 

Code Code 
•P. Politic«! «alt 

Afghaoiftao 

Abbreviation 

AFC 

1.0. 

43. 

Political Unit Abbreviation 

1. Japan JAP 
2. AlbjBia AU 44. Jordan J0R 
3. Arfeneiaa ARC 45. Korea (Dan. Rep.) RON 
4. Auacralia AUL 46. Korea (Rap. of) 106 
S. Auocria AU6 47. Lebanon US 
6. 8«lti«a 6BL 46. Liberia UR 
7. 6oiUia BOL 49. Libya LBT 
8. Brasil BRA so. Maslco m 
9. Bultaria BOL SI. Nepal HBP 
10. Buna BUR 52. Ratherlands NTH 
11. Ca^odia CAN S3. Rev Zealand HIV 
12. Canada CAB 54. Nicaraftia HIC 
1). Ceylon or 55. Norway NOR 
U. Chila an. 56. Outer Nontolla OUT 
IS. China en 57. Faklatan PAK 
16. Bopublic of China en 56. Panaaa PAH 
17. Colonbia 001 59. Rarofuay PAR 
16. Conu Rica 006 60. Peru PBR 
19. Cuba COB 61. Philippines PHI 
20. Csachoalovahla en 62. Poland POL 
21. npiMarfc on 63. Portugal P0R 
22. Dottlnlcan Bapublic DOM 64. Rfsnla RUH 
2). Ecuador BCU 65. Saudi Arabia SAO 
24. Bgjrpc (OAK) w 66. Spain SPH 
25. Bl Salvador ■1 67. Buudan SVD 
26. Ethiopia BTH 66. Sultserlsnd SWZ 
27. Finland rm 69. 6yrla SIR 
26. franca PW 70. Thailand TAI 
29. Garnany (D.D.B.) on 71. Turkey TUR 
30. Caraaoy (Pod. Rap.)  QW 72. Union of South Africa IBS 
31. Graace 6RC 73. Onion of Soviet USR 
32. Guatanala C0A SodaUat Rapubllcs 
33. Haiti Ml 74. United Klngdon on 
34. Honduraa M* 75. United Statea of USA 
35. Hungary ■Ü Anerlca 
36. India mo 76. Uruguay URA 
37. Xndoooaia m 77. Vonesuula VBH 
36. Xr«i in 76. Tenen YEN 
39. Iraq IRQ 79. Yugoalavia T06 
40. Ireland 60. Laoo LAO 
41. Xarna) 1BR 61. Vietnan (North) fW 
42. Itnly m 62. ViotnsB (South) VTS 



COMPOKl. .  ANALYSIS OF  1955 fcfJIAVlOR OF 

VARIABLE 

NO. mmt 

2 üSZ-HB 

; us/-/»-''! 

*  US/-*UL 

f  us'••*«»* 

ic USZ-PU» 

II ü:*-CA* 

1« US/-f4N 

1? üS/-C5r 

1« ÜS/-CHL 

If US/-CHK 

\i   USA-CHT 

II Ü5<-CCL 

if usc-crs 

i<; W-CüP 

ic usz-czr 

2? Ü1,*-CPV 

?3 US/-FCU 

24 USA ?GP 

?•  US'-£15 

I 

•3.95!* 

-1.-.•>«»* 

•I»0it2 

•••ft    . 

-r".'«• 

-O.f?OA 

-••TMI 

-0. »c.^o 

2 

-'.   u 

C.27fl? 

/>.!?!« 

C.3? »i 

-0.02^6 

0.0!»»0 

-0.    ?4r 

0*0979 

-F.«.3»- 

:.2c^ 

•0.029C 
r.?n? 

:.r i - 

-f»» 10] I 

f.I90c 

f .1 ^^ 

C.? • i • 

••    M  DATA. 

NOT REPRODUCIBLE 

! r •* / 

.    /T9 

.  I 

C.V 

-(;.?"••» 

*' •! A!6 

^.2U* 

- r. ? ^ ««o 

'.^604 

r..' it y 

»014 S 

c.isod 

. 

t. 

2.1512 

-',.627^ 

-r, t«,#,/. 

-!.1?!1 

».•07» 

ft«M|1 

0»<l 

-    .1 'C7 

-l.''.,,3*i 

-'  .-'.'7^ 

. 

-1.' '->•. 

•9«C4 

-■ . • 

.'? 

9.811 

-    .'!4^ 

-0.4.13S 

2«t377 

-*. 1*«' 

•0, MI , 

-   .«   ■»* 

•0«     I 

I - m 

-0.6M1 

-'). «o?c 

'. ' 1 

P.0441 

r.Sfl68 

' • '$*h 

. I «ft 

<n 

-i.'i26r 

-^.1363 

-I.D»»85 

C.1323 

C.i!32i» 

-2. "^^«9 

: .70^5 

0.168f 

h«. 

'.93J.« 

0.40^7 

. "t   «> 

r. 17 • i 



NOT REPRODUCIBLE -w.. 

HMNMR ANALYSIS OF 195b BtHAVIO« : CF US TO ALL RAflOn V'l n  JSTILTED MIESirC Di 

VAKlABLt 

wo. \tri 
I Mrrn» scjRts 
! 2 3 4 5 6 

2t   ü£*-fTM .r.3or. C.171I» C'l^t O.fcOO» -0.      ^T ".2190 

?T US/-F!f. •9*1I§1 o.ifai .".ikflA ni.if.ro D   — '.30a? 

?f   USA-FPS «..«110 0.4*.l3 *.A953 -n. v<)oo -l.OpAf -1.8386 

2'  U'-Z-f^E • «.n ■»07 -C.C360 0.6161 • • ■» . .      * -O.'8?o 0.333^ 

.■;  i s/-uvii •.^4" ^.t«M -0.451A n.-t,. 
4.O40' 0,5070 

11  USf-CPC P,«,O?T C.3l«1 r.7!l' -0,374-' -f.,rA»9 -P.062? 

1?   UC^-C'JA •UAII1 r.?"*- r.^652 -!.l/)'»'> -3.«646 n.O^O 
2"»  U'/-HM -r.W D*<tl« C."*'- •1»I42I -f>,C66? 0.185Y 

M  US'-HC? -O.TfO» 0.?!«2 r.l6>C •1.S977 -r.2r.3«> 0.269f 

35 U£r-HUN -0.581" c.:??r •Uf41l e.4STa C.MflO 0.4176 

?<  US'-PC -0*tlT| -c.nd'»? C."l»5 ^.fO«.? -D.2n?7 - 1.6255 

?T  UiZ-If-S -O.^^^O o.!«;^* -f.?«!» n.^pm o.rp?* r,207? 

jf i«:/-!«*». •r.***\t. n.!?»»5 0.2CÄ4 r.,',;«.i -r.!409 -0.7874 
?e üS/-K: .n->r?p o.is*» C.14«l C.5920 0.0152 0.7570 
-C  US/-!«? •e*tfiii 0.0511 0.171? r. *!'.?' -0.026A e.«.40* 
*! ü!/-lSf •0«IMf «.01»6 -l.53?A -O.iO'»' 0,9229 •-0.2726 
*: üS/-!Tä ^.O?^' 0.15C0 C,C4?T -C.6196 0.041O •C.7B56 
4? USZ-J»«» r,*>Bie -r.o^?? 0.*3«.7 -O.5T0O ^.•f.io r.?Aii 

'.* ur.'-jr» -r,4j9f i«lVM C.!6«>« C'.704S -0,r674 ".1198 
*r üs«-»fc». f.^ft! -O.OM? 1.6*6^ 2.6475 -?.?25» C.1307 
*-< us/-Kr: -''.MCI ^.??89 r.2502 C.527.< I.544A --.5410 
*' U:'-IäO -1.^051 -0,0l«5 •••ei^i 0.344? -0.!?4f, -1.2027 
*e US/-L£O -r.??I* 0.1Q15 n.» ;:•» 0.364 9 -0.230? C.>542 
'.«"  u* f*itfi -".BSM C.1586 0.?0?8 .' fS3 -o.mi 0.2403 
5C  OS'-L!U -"..■»'.U C.0906 C.1232 0.71^2 0.12 26 -0.0272 
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COMPONENT ANALYSIS OF 1955 BEHAVIOR OF US TO ALL NATIONS WITH ESTIMATED MISSING DATA. 

VARIABLE 

Nr'   KA*fi FACnP   SCORES 

» 2                      ^ *                      > 6 

tl   USfi-yt* -0.7!^ -0.52?«»          0.13?fc -!.3T?q -O.P7?9 0. 3055 

b?   US/-r.EP -".3736 0.1A5G          r.1205 0."69A -0.113? O.lOqö 

5?   USA-NTH 1.143«. 0.170?           0.30SA -1.1065 -0.4867 0. 75A3 

5«   US/-KPW &.!ft7C 0.3C74           C.?011 -0.5396 -0.76?1 0.6951 

S5  U!./>-MC -«.6033 0.?33A          r>.?040 -1.4471 -O.'o6] C.3533 

it   US*-^C^ n.4'4? 0.315R          0.?9!5 -O.7746 -0.4009 0.7094 

57  US/-rUT r.C?74 -0.06O^          r.6l5o ?^5ft .0.3768 0#3656 

5e   US/-PAIC 0.470? 0.3263          C.0519 -0.2493 -0.4255 -l.?994 

5«?   US.'-PAN -^.764! 0.1670          C.1844 -1.4434 -0.3430 0.257A 

6C   ÜSA-P4« -0.n7T<, C.2^6          C.3120 -0.7870 -0.3446 0.8231 

tl   US/.Pf-P. 9.9m P.2873          c.6251 -0.6454 -0.r20I C.5307 

62  ÜS/-PHI 0.4P83 -0.0227          r.c735 -0.2145 -C.?675 0.1854 

6?  U^-rOL -0.4492 0.2228 -0.0534 C.497!          0.1141 C.4465 

e*   US^-PPR 0.706? r.ie75          0.7342 0.76?5 -0.7056 !.0?94 

t5  US/-Pur -0.4770 O.J^S*           C.1138 0.7040          0.352? C.3182 

6t   UfA-SAL -r..4976 -0.0569          0.1408 0.9467          0.0093 C.2303 

67   ÜS/-SPN MM* 0.0943           C.304? C.31?o -0.1445 -K0366 

ÖPUS^c^C -0.0O50 r.0740          O.?640 0.00J2 -0.2225 C.7605 

6^   USA-SWZ 1.3421 0.22O3           C.3786 0.5039 0.355? i.4177 

7C   USZ-SVC -n.3«40 0.IQO7 -0.2103 0.582? C.1P7A c.4253 

71 USf-TM -0.6030 C.1806 -0.022P -1.01«i9 -0.4046 -0.4^86 

72 USA-TUP 0.^454 C.3846 C.3083 --.7110 -0.0730 -1.3216 

7? US/-UfiS r.^653 -C.!30« C.8O05 1.0470 -0.7730 Q.StM 

74 US/-USP C.S183 0.366'. -7.736* O.O05O -2.0014 C.1129 

7?   M^M 4.4^01 -I.1.03 --.3748 -0.4514 -1.0310 -r.6908 
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COMPONENT ANALYSIS OF 1955 BEHAVIOR OF US TO ALE NATIONS WITH ESTIMATED MLSSINC DATA. 

VARIABLE 

NO. .    KAWE 5 
1 2 

76 USA-ÜRÄ -o.isir O.ApO? 

77 US'-VTN 0,0 7 7^ -0.0504 

7£ US/*-VTS -1,?049 -0.0038 

7C US^-VEN -O.^SOP -1.061A 

ac US^-YEW 
-0.^731 0.1512 

61 USTYUG -0,7230 C.0320 

* 5^ 

FACTDP SCORES 

5 6 

1.0588 0.2212 -0.5107 -0.1297 

0.61^9 2.3455 -0.37*1 r.365S 

0.1033 0.2ß58 -0.1979 -3.7856 

C.1912 -1.1770 -0.3381 0.4210 

0.1315 1.0015 0.0263 0.1893 

C.0320   -C.2763 -0.1712 0.350? .^^ 
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APPENDIX IV: CANONICAL ANALYSIS 

The following tables present the major canonical results. 

The first table gives the canonical correlations, significance 

levels, and trace canonical correlation (the correlation between the two 

spaces). The formula for lambda, A, is 

q 
A - n (1 - rg), 

where q is the number of canonical correlations, k is the k^1 canonical 

correlation r. The chi-square equals -{n - 0,5(p + q + l)}log A, where 

n " the number of dyads (81), q = the number of behavioral dimensions (6), 

and p = the number of distances (14). The degrees of freedom equal 

{p - (k - l)Hq - (k - 1)} and the Z transformation is for reference to 

corresponding areas under the normal curve. The trace correlation is. 

trace - ( t  r^/q)'5. q */-'" 
k-1 

The second table gives the canonical coefficients and are equivalent 

to regression coefficients. 

The third table shows the canonical structure matrix, which gives 

the correlations of the variables with the canonical variables and their 

communallty. 

The fourth table lists how much of the propartlon of total variance 

in the variables is accounted for by each of the canonical variatcs. 
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In evaluating the direction of relationship between distances and 

the patterns of behavior, careful attention must be given to the direction 

of loadings on the pattern in the factor loading matrix of Appendix ZI. 

For example, the high loadings on the Anglo-American pattern are negative. 

This means that dyads with Anglo-American behavior will have large 

negative factor scores. Thus, in evaluating the canonical coefficients 

for Anglo-American behavior, their signs should be reversed to get the 

proper direction of relationship of distances to high magnitudes of this 

behavior. 



-91- 

/ 

^ 
^ 

^ c p (*■ r -T IT  f" rg »4 
Ifc t ^.1 X >r ^ c ^ — 
u- r • X r\j >* »f c o 
■ iA u. ^ •»■ f u-. c »> 
<. • «s f r c f^ C 
cr c • • •  t   •   • 
►- &■ a v/   r, ,- — 
• " 1 

V X 
U. c 
u g 
rs. U u. * ir c i' e c 
C w IU T <£ < l»> «M 
u t 
C u. 

< 

e 

c 
a. ir If. z. *c r. 
< c «r c «^ M «r 
~ _ 0 ^. C N c 
r c L' r^V-CO 
IS. c «r ^ ^ IT ir 

1 • • •  •  •   • 
p r* IT.  C   —   ^ 

B c 0 M#M 

trt — — ^ C ^. ^ 
^ f rj I C • 
^ x* r »\ o « 
r co rs. f^ •» 
c c — N» o e 
• t •  •  • • 

c c c. c o c 

If 
H: 

- J c 

r"-<  t^  rv ** m» I* m» 
er-."» ^ ri«o«f. 
Ik tf ■     •••••• 

et i- C 

I 
iT 

— 

I 
wn 

I 

r, c 
If c 
4 c 
v* C 
-i r 
r. c 

n it 

— CO  C -T < 
— i» J" x» ff — 
c f- a. c '•• <" 
c^ ^ r, r^ »- ^ 
c  •£ v  r> fi c 
•   ••••• 

& c c c o c- 

c 

a     a 
u. 
C 

2 
< < 

2" 

■ft 
UJ 
t— 

u. ly o o c 
■d LJ 

c^ <  > 

r SS u 

ÜJ 



-I'. 

5^ 

k* •» &        mm       0%        **        C 
is.     c     r.     •»     c     »v     if 
c     c     c    •     c      —    ^ 

■•     M     «•      W 

•• •» IT IS 

*      Ik 

■ 

1 

• 
c 

• • 
e 

• 
c 

1 

• 
r 
i 

• 
C 

1 

• 
e 
i 

• 
c 
I 

• 
c 
1 

• 
C 
i 

• 
e C 

1 

• 
c 

1 

< 9 
4 
C 

0 1 c p 11 1» 
I c 

0 
s. 

c 
i\ 
e 

c 
• 

C e e 
i 

e c 
• 

C 
1 

c c 
1 

c c 
1 

c e c 
i 

c 
• 

if 
f 
c • • 

* 
• 0 • • 

■ 
O 
• • 

c 
c 
• 

r 

• 
•r 
c • 

C 
o 
• 

c 
s 
c • 

IV 

c • 
o 
I 

c c 
I 

c o 
I 

c 
I 

•/■ < »• c i p •s _ c i - IS. r ^. * 
i * c c c — c •» c 1 *• «• n •M !• 1 — C — i |M 

0 
IV •* ^ m* n> fs. C * 

5 
• 

c 
1 

• 

'I c c 
1 

• 
c c c 

• 
e 
i 

• 
c C e 

9 
C 
I 

• 
c 

» 
• 

^ 
•- 

r *• |k < c ►- p mm e ^- c fM C *• « «1 
•k •»• tfc * i c Ik • c »% f. p ■ •• * 

H 5 If c w fr mm A mm <# •M IV %• i» C «r 
*» «. »w • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

> C t c C C c c c C C (. c» c c 
^ • i • 1 1 1 i 1 i 
^ d 
* a 
!■ >- 
«• ■i i • 1 ■K •» r» < c I' i n w a ■ •» ■ * 
■i fW # < ^« < c 1 IN« if i 4 4 r 
■i .* IT c C < t mm c m* — * MI ^- -• 
c • • • • • • • • • • • * • • • • • 

1 Ä C r C c o c c c c o C c c c 
K i § 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 i 1 

> a. ^ P • 
« < e p *4 m* lb «t c ir at « «»• • - c • * 
| » »^ r •t t «r e ir ■ «> m» — 1 & c 
*■ 

Ik i • • 
IT 
• • • • • 

p 
• • 

m • 

• 
IT 
• 

1* 
• • • 

r | » c e C e e e o o e C O c c c 
I p 
« y \f% 
M «fc 
• a — •» *• c 

•/» «/i < & •- 
5 

If) t- mt 
W «* ü < w 7 C a. < 
!■ _« a t w i/> \m »- wi * O || w 

< < < 1 U V •J VI I/I s 1 ^ — 
> ^ > w' ■ 1 u i» H p •^ M !>» » 
V M> v, o & «n > "» y U r «^ ■ 4 t • «" 1 > c »- *m rf ■ »• i ^ •_ < «« < 
»-. « c -- « -• B \J e mm < ft 9 ■ K 
J^ B < c M4 ^ If) •— U. w E ^ •- v- 
w « * lM ^- M* a ■ »» a. m» P 2 a w cr 

u ST « X x u < c V» ■*. C K < «c u. 
J2 ^ IM H w p ■ «J 2 ■ B ■ Ik m* a o 
«« ik. • 
s •w 

u. 
m» *• IS F> •t ir> • ^ « r o ^ IS 

— 
i* * 



-vv 

r- f *•'     o      —     * 
* * z     c     <r     e 
-. % •     c     «     •• 
• • •      •      •      • 

c e o    c    o    o 
i i 

rf 7 j-        f        ^       C 
•» ►. •».      «V       C       P> 
^< ^ c      ^      »^      ^ 
• ••••• 

c o c     c     c     e 

»0 9 *•***■& 
r. — —       ^        •,        — 
O « ^       P>       fw       f^. 
• ••••• 

o o o    c    o    e 

1^ 
C 

c IVl 
m 1^ € ^ ^. «p 

• • • • • • 

II o c C* c c c 
• B 

« ^ 
i T e * «r d c 
« *w IT *■» a. c •o ^ 
> iv. — if •^ c #>• 

i 
• 
• 

• 

• 
O 

• 

T 
c c 

u 

1. 0 ^, c ^ B i 
< ~ c #r. ■ •-" c h- 
y •«. f* < c c C 

• • • • • • 
c e 

i 
o o C 

• 
• 

? 
*/> c c e c c e 
i c c o c c t 

c c 1 ^ c c 

~ mm 
• 

- ■1 * 

« 
> 
c 

* s 
5 * 

£ i 5 
H — to- 
r» Sf ^ 
fe 5 s 

0 I 
2 o u 

y   ■ 



■ 
- •.- 

o 
o 
o 

I 

r 

IT 

■ 

i 

# * 4 V *• 0 c r _ a c M f m 
►■ •to f " tf < r % |i C m r •k. <• 
«% a« t M i Ik .' ^ < p • p ^ mm 

%. • • • • * • 1 • • • » • • • 
■ «- C e f c c c # C - C c <* 

1 1 1 1 • • • 1 1 

4 ^ »V r m C <, r »V ft 5 A r c c • if >• fl r mr a 
i» tfl ^. mm M 9. *• c r> tm mm * 

IT • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
C c C e c c C • c r o C c c 
1 i I l 1 ■ 1 1 # 

w* 9 ■ M ■ 41 'S * «k. N c 4 i 4 
< ■■ I . p 4 X -» »v «n i •to c 4 >. ^ *4 ■ p * M rs M> C C a» c i 

4 • • t • • t • • • • ■ • • • 
t c o C c c c c C c C o o c 

1 i 1 1 1 • ' 

tf «N ^ or • If * ■ c 9 f »s 4 »» 
•V ■ 1 c c . p e ■ r» 4 »V •» c 
•• c p if K e i# c •— c mm pi ■ 

0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
c 

i 
c c c 

1 
c 

1 
c & c 

1 
C c c c 

1 
c 

V 
U. 
•- 
< % •V 4 »• c r r •to 

^t •" ft ^ •« V <i «i «>. t t« ■ fi ■ !• #»v c- p ■ m* k i ■I * c •s. m* c c o c •• •» • B i • • 1 < • • • • • • • 
> 

1 1 
c 
• 

c c 
i 

c. 
i 

c C £m c 
1 

c & c 
1 

mJ 
* u •• 1 pa g ^ c <% f» tf r. |to * f ■ F 0 

m- c P r ^ >» 1 ■ " i m. 4 t*\ 
0 1 c fj o c c c c c c C C c 

< - • < 1 • • i >           • • • • • • • 
la C c C c c c c c c c c c c 

1 • 1 1 1 1 • 1 I 

•to 
s* 

toJ 

to 

> 
'J 

U 
— i/» 
•to w w> 
» - -- 

3 < a 

-» <  b. 

_ > 

fi 
w 

c 

<     i     r 

>     s     r 

e. •- 
< o 
y •- 
% arf      M 

I  B M 

*« 
K 

o     a      «c r    c     u    u o *.    — 
IA     ft      •      K     B      1 ^toTrc 
»»•--rfC      —      0»-N-«-»< 
<       —      CU'Jto-^t       3u>a. 
toJt/tX •••toUCW'toVP 
a      *r      •-      »       ^      t       -i     c      2      C      L. 

k>       ST 
ft UJ       <        w 
b      ^      O      W      ■ 

C C K « tf w 
i»      u.     i„     _<     &      c 

—     f I O       —       «M       M       ^ 



1 -'•5- 

i» * r* C     ~* 
* *■ c r     * 
— ' . '. c        x. 
• • • • c c o c 
i • 

il     I». 

•       • 
o    c 

I» c 
e 

»v 1 
W r 

C c 
■ I 

?l 

c     a. 
•      • 

o     c, c 
I» 

c 

c    ■ 
•      • 

«-     c 

I. 
> 

5    c 
IT. M 

•        • 
C       '- 

I 

C       «M 
• • 

c    c 

r mm ■ * * 
'4 «c • i 

c 
1 

c 
1 

—     <*. 

c 
c c 

c 
c 

«/»f) 

CO 

< K 
>> 

I i 
s 

w 

a 

IT» 



$•- 

u. 
a «^ ■ —. 
~ m 
S 'm 

r Ct 

> ^  ft *•• ir irl»< 
-    ♦     -   "•  C    . I«* 

t  ••    •••••4« 
!••««€  xeo«^ 

u. e. i — ^- -*          -« «' i 
t 
i^ m 
• 
e I « *n 

1 or 
- < •- c > 

* 
it If 

— *•                        1 
.f - 3. f- »- »^ *• »^ »^C 

1,          »-   4   v'  «.   O -CiC s U   »■   K'    »    «     -f   C  <|t » ^.••••«^« 
—> C O ^ < « 4* < <<1C 
3 Ö   ----^-^iC 

c a                          i- 
i 
tf 

m z c 
< r 
r 1 
w H 

u. ft 9 1 < 
i > w» sr a c c • - S                              I 

>> N 'e«»f ^ rf ti»^ •• e r » rf *• ^ c »-I-« 
r e  — .• •» <.» f j c 
< £.».    •••••!• 

Cw^-tT^^w-M** 

i Is—      r ■ 
< 
w • -  ,. r — -. ? — 
^ ^«■«a fl —•,»-»-. 
IT *;^ff   "Vi^-«"*»»»* 
A U*"    «^^JT    OlT 
^ — -i?   «•»tftf'fN 

*•   .     •••••• 
> -a OOOOOC 
S Z o 
C 55 
» •» w 

»» 
r < ^ »V«"  ♦ 1^ « 
■i •M 

ib a 



lüCUASSlFIL'J 
*.. «nlk • lj     ili. .1. -m 

OOCUMf MT CONTROL OATA    «40 

»•        *• *   • < I      <r    *•■« 

iiineniiionilit / of Sat« 

••t ■   . ■ 

/•    k« I  C «       »t  » *      •    ■   •    ' ♦ •   o«« 

Bnmma 
#• »<••, ► 

I.S.   KUKIIC. U.UTll^S:    CONFLICT.  UtOHkAM K..  AMU ATTRIBlTfc UISTANCLS 

Krsl^Rai RiPOitT tiO.   41 

f. j. HNK 
"saB inr: 

JMcJtZl 
Sf>K114-17-A-fH«; 7 - 000 3 

••    •«»••»   «.O   O'  **tt« >•   •• >   <••   «• • • 

104 

»cii«crc)i Report No. 4] 

■     0   ••«'».•»•.•■•- t wt •. ■ 

Thl« docuarnt haa been apprrtved for public reJoa»* and sal«:  Ita dlatrlHutlon Is 
unlimltad $nd rrnrudurt Ion vhole ot   In pairt la panafltrd fur any purpona of the 
nltcd ^tatet Covetnnant.  

2MX) t.'np.« Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii ti.Hi: 

w «•■..•<■< 

i www  
The forelm relation« of the Inite«! States 1« conaldered In tenw of six hynotheaes 

>aaeJ on (1) the llnLage "pre-theory" of Jaae« Roaenau, (2) the »octal statun theory of 
•oh-.- Calrunn. O) the diatance theory of «hitncv Uripht, (4) the power transition theory 
>f A. f.  K. OrRaoaki, (i)  the InteRratlon-rerional findings of bruce Ruaeett, anl (6) pro- 
»citiior.H abour Rcoftraphlr dt at ante. 

The*c hvpetheaes are linked toyetirr by the notion of a distance vector, !t terpretcd 
in !-rr of the construd«! of "attribute space.M "behavior space," and "dyada. ' and devel- 
oped within a ffoiNMric fr/wework called field theory. 

1c test tils field th«-ory and hypotheses subsuswd by it, data on ninet« »n foreign 
relation- .tnd action« of the U.S., ranginp. froa> tourists and treatlea to negative coaruni- 
catlons and SAnctlotia, toward 81 object nations were correlated (ueinr canonir.il analysia] 
with the <li«t<inces betweon the I'.S. and other narlonn on erono«ir dcvrlnptwnt. site or 
powr b3«cs, political orientation, aocio-cultural dimenMons, and peoiraphic diatance 

The -omTnl reuult« support the "pre-theory" of Hoaenau, .he ststu« li.i'orv of Caltunt, 
and an c^ph.iül« on Lnnopeneiry in interration theory. Thla «iirjtest« that t' ••-•■ thec>rlrs 
can b<- ivntheslxed In a larger frar-ework such H field theory. 

Two »pertflr results are: (1) I'.S. behavior townrd other nations consiat of *ix indr 
fendent pattern«: ••"eatem-Kuropean Tooperatlon, Analn-Aner ran Cooperatlrn. Aid, Cold «ai 
Pehrtvtor, fkterrenre, and Negative Sanctiona: (2) Joint Wer.tern-lluropean roeperation («uc^ 
as trcati'*«. Military aid. students, and conference«) and (»eterrent Action of the I'.S. 
if*j»r<* another nation are a function of flit po^r party of the object nation (with a enil 
tfple correlarion of .*)4), 
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